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attention of the profession was again called to the necessity of 
observing the rule of that court which requires that copies of all 
material documents shall be supplied for the use of the judges. 
= document copies of which were not su in this case was 
statement of facts. The Master of the Rolls, who has 
frequently insisted that the rule must be enforced, now said that 
the court, in order to mark its sense of the inconvenience 
by failure to comply with this requirement, would order that the 
*p t’s solicitor should not recover costs of the day, 
r from his own client or from the opposite party. 
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being contrary to the evidence. This proviso was rejected by 
the Cenanenn and fifty years’ experience of the frequent dis- 
agreement of juries seems to have brought us no nearer to 
reform. 


The New Legal Honours. 


WE wERE only able last week to briefly refer to the names of 
lawyers appearing in the birthday honours list. The appoint- 
ment of Mr. Justice Kzxewicn as a Privy Councillor comes most 
appropriately almost on the very anniversary of his appointment 
twenty years ago as a judge of the High Oourt. It will be 
recognized as a fitting tribute to his lengthened service in that 
capacity ; and we do not think that it is to be assumed, as has 
been done in some quarters, that the conferring of the honour 
indicates that the learned judge has any intention at present of 
retiring. His health is good, his mental vigour is unabated, 
and he is fond of his work. Mr. M. D. Cuatmenrs, who has 
been made a K.O.B., we believe began his legal career as 
“devil” to Sir F. Hzrscner1.; was appointed to a county court 
judgeship, then to the legal membership of the Council of India, 
and y to the Permanent Under-Secretaryship of the Home 
Department. Of the three new solicitor-knights, Mr. Wiz114M 
E. Crzeea, of Sheffield, was admitted in 1874, and is a member of 
the firm of Clegg & Sons. It is understood that he has taken an 
active part in public affairs at Sheffield. Mr. Henny Pacer 
Cooxz, of the firm of Russell, Cooke, & Co., of 11, Old-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn, was admitted in 1886, and we believe has been 
legal adviser tothe Liberal Central Association. Mr. Witt1am 
Henry Tarzsot, of Manchester, the third of the solicitor 
knights, was admitted in 1853, and for twenty years has held 
the important office of Town Clerk of Manchester. 


Solicitors’ Right of Audience in County Court. 

A soMEWHAT unusual objection was taken in the Bradford 
County Court on Tuesday in last week. On a case being called 
on, counsel for the plaintiff objected that the solicitor appearing 
for the defendant had no right to be heard, on the ground that 
he was not the solicitor “ acting generally in the action” within 
section 72 of the County Courts Act, 1888. Up till four days 
before the trial proceedings had been conducted for the defendant 
by another firm of solicitors, and then notice of change of 
solicitors had been served. On the day of the trial a managing 
clerk of the original firm had been in court taking charge of 
the defendant’s witnesses. In support of his objection, counsel 
argued that the mere fact of giving notice of change did not 
ipso facto constitute the new solicitor the “solicitor acting 
generally in the action,” and that it was a question of fact for 
the judge whether he were so or not. In the present case he 
submitted that there was evidence that the change had been 
made entirely for the purpose of allowing the new solicitor to 
act as advocate; that he had not the entire control of the 
proceedings, and that he was in fact practically being briefed by 
the original solicitors. The judge allowed the objection, saying 
that notice of change of solicitors was not sufficient unless there 
was also an actual handing over of the whole matter, the 
original firm taking no further active part or financial interest 
in it. 

A Judge on Education. 


In THE report of a trial on the South-Eastern Circuit, in which 
two persons were convicted for the forgery of a guarantee, we 
read that the learned judge, in passing sentence, said that the 
crime of forgery seemed to be much on the increase. He could 
not help thinking that our system of education was largely the 
cause of it. It taught people like the prisoners just enough to 
enable them to commit this sort of crime, but omitted to teach 
them that it was a wicked thing to behave dishonestly and 
defraud their neighbours. Assuming that this report is accurate, 
we think that > sae are many persons who will find themselves 
unable to agree with the conclusions of the learned judge. It 
is undoubtedly true that a person who is unable to read and 
write would have some difficulty in committing forgery. And 
there was no occasion for re ion the we of te ife in 
offences against the person in the days when these useful 


a small fraction of the hund thousands of those who learn 
how to read and write commit forgery, and are tried at the 
assizes? There does not appear to be any ground for believi 
that the moral education of these criminals had been neglec 
Mr. Fauntieroy, and other well-known forgers, had always 
lived in the most respectable society. Those who have been 
accustomed to refer to our criminal calendars, in which the 
prisoners are divided into the educated and the imperfectly 
educated, will be able to say whether the latter exhibit any 
superiority in their obedience to the law. 


The Trade Disputes Bill. 

Tz Travez Disputes Bill has now been printed in the form 
in which it has left the House of Commons and has been 
resented to the House of Lords. No considerable change has 
Seok made in it during its last discussion in the Lower House, 
and it retains the four changes in the law to which we called 
attention when last noticing it (50 Souicrrors’ Jovrnat 676), 
Clause 1 removes the distinction which has hitherto existed 
between criminal and civil liability for conspiracy in connec- 
tion with trade disputes. Criminal liability was abolished by 
section 3 of the Oonspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 
1875, and the abolition is now extended to civil liability. An 
act done in pursuance of an agreement or combination of persons 
will, if done in contemplation of a trade dispute, not be action- 
able unless the act would have been actionable apart from such 
agreement or combination. Olause 2 legalizes peaceful picket- 
ing. It authorizes persons acting in contemplation or 
furtherance of a trade dispute “to attend at or near a 
house or place where a person resides or works or carries 
on business or happens to be, if they so attend merely for 
the purpose of peacefully obtaining or communicating informa- 
tion, or of peacefully persuading any person to work or abstain 
from working.” The word “peacefully” has changed its 
position in the clause; previously it came after “attend.” But 
the change does not seem to be very material; nor, if 
compliance with this requirement can in practice be secured, 
does the alteration in the law proposed by the clause seem 
to be open to objection. The most interesting, and perhaps 
the most important, clause in the Bill is clause 3, which 
excludes liability in trade disputes where there has been an 
inducement to a person to commit a breach of contract, or 
where there has been an interference with some person’s business 
or employment, or his right to dispose of his capital or his 
labour as he wills. The liability a such circumstances has 
been a frequent source of litigation in recent years, and it only 
requires a reference to such cases as the Mogul case (1892, A. O. 
25) and Zemperton v. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 715) to realize the 
legal difficulties which are involved in establishing the liability. 
The proposed clause will, as regards trade disputes, prevent any 
further development of the law in this direction. Olause 4 
exempts a e union, whether of workmen or masters, from 
liability for tortious acts alleged to have been committed by or 
on behalf of the trade union, and so gets rid of the Zaff Vale case 

(1901, A. C, 426). 


The Check-weigher. 

A quzstion of considerable importance both to proprietors of 
coal mines and to miners was decided recently by a Divisional 
Court in the case of Rex v. Llewellyn and Others. By the Coal 
Mines Regulation Act, 1887, the miners who are paid according to 
weight in any mine are authorized to appoint a “‘ check-weigher ” 
to represent their interests at each place appointed for the 
weighing of the coal, This person is forbidden to impede or 
interupt the working of the mine, or to interfere in any way 
with the weighing or with any of the workmen, or with the 
management of the mine. 
may, on py sg being made to a court of summary jurisdiction, 
be removed from his position as check-weigher, ‘‘ but without pre- 
judice to the stationing of another check-weigher in his place.” 
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instruments had not been invented, and people ate with their 
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If he transgresses in this respect, he ; 


It was held in.the case of Sykes v. Barraclough (1904, 2 K. B. 
675) that interference with the workmen is not limited to acts done 
as check-weigher, but extends to interference by him in another § 
In that case, as well as in the recent case, a © 
check-weigher had been removed for interfering between 
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the miners and their employers in a trade dispute, in his 
capacity as an official of a trade union. In the recent 
case the order was to remove the check-weigher, and 
the order went on to say, ‘‘and that from henceforth 
he shall cease to perform the duties of check-weigher on behalf 
of the persons employed in the said mine.” A rule nisi was 
obtained for a certiorari to quash this order, on the ground that 
the words quoted went beyond the jurisdiction of the magistrates, 
and that, therefore, the order was invalid and bad. Now the 
Act is silent as to whether a check-weigher who has been 
removed by an order of a court of summary jurisdiction 
can be reappointed to the office by the men. It was, 
therefore, contended on their behalf that the miners 
could reappoint him to that post at any time they chose 
after the removal; and that, therefore, the magistrates had 
exceeded their jurisdiction in ordering that thenceforth he 
should cease to perform the duties of check-weigher. The 
High Court refused to take this view and discharged the rule. 
Now, in the first place, it is clear that if the miners’ contentions 
were sound, the provisions of the Act as to removal would be 
absolutely futile. It would be useless and absurd to remove a 
man if he could be immediately reappointed. In the second place, 
it is implied in the words of the Act that only another man can 
be appointed in the place of one removed, for the order is to be 
“ without prejudice to the stationing of another check-weigher in 
his place.” At the same time, the Act does not expressly 
disqualify the man removed from ever being oo! 
and it is certainly an open question, and one which the court 
did not feel called upon to consider, whether such a man could 
be reappointed after a reasonable interval of time. The order, 
however, did not forbid him to perform the duties of a check- 
weigher ever again, but merely “‘ henceforth.” Probably there 
is a difference between ‘‘ henceforth” and “ henceforth and for 
ever,” and one of the judges thought ‘‘ henceforth” means 
until an indeterminate date. The point isa very difficult one, 
and one which in the present state of feeling between employers 
and employed ought to be cleared up. The court will have 
to deal with it if a man who has been removed is actually 
reappointed and the validity of his reappointment is contested. 


Payment Out of Court. bg 

Tue pEorsion of Kexewicn, J., in Edwards v. Grove (ante, 
p. 27) is a useful affirmation of the rule that on payment out 
of court of money which represents personal property it is not 
necessary that an affidavit of no incumbrances should be made. 
The distinction in this respect between personal property and 
money in court representing the a of real property was 

inted out by Currry, J., in Williams vy. Ware (32 Soxtorrors’ 
ouRNAL 358, 57 L. J. Ch. 497). In the case of land in settle- 
ment, the presumption, he said, was that the land was charged 
with jointures, portions, and the like or other charges, and 
accordingly it was the practice that an affidavit should be made 
negativing such incumbrances. But in the case of personalty 
there was no such presumption, and the affidavit, the learned 
judge intimated, was not required. The case, however, was 
one relating to the proceeds of sale of realty, and as to per- 
sonalty the judgment was perhaps no more than a dictum. In 
the recent case of Edwards v. Grove the question related to per- 
sonalty, and it was apparently regarded as sufficiently doubtful 
for it to be referred to the court. In accordance with the above 
distinction, however, Kzxzwion, J., held that the rule as to 
realty did not apply to personal estate, and that an affidavit of 
no incumbrances was not required save in cases where special 
circumstances might shew it to be proper. 


Cases ‘‘ Unfortunately Not Reported.” 

In a case where the defendant was summoned before a 
London police magistrate for sending postal packets containing 
improper circulars, the representative of the Commissioner 
of Police said that there was a decision as to similar 
circulars in the High Court which was ‘unfortunately not 
reported.”” The practice of referring to unreported cases seems 
likely to increase. The advocate who appears in one of the 
many police-courts or county courts of the metropolis is disposed 
to think that a judge or magistrate will pay lees attention to 


supply him with a case, has recourse to his recollection or to 
that of his friends. An case may in some of its details 
closely resemble one which arises‘on a subsequent occasion, but 
this coincidence is quite consistent with the case being no authority 
whatever on the point before the court. We have often thayght 
of what would happen if it were ible to obtain access to an 
official shorthand-writer’s note of every case decided in our 
superior and inferior courts. It is our belief that it would lead 
to a lamentable waste of time, and that legal practitioners and 
authors of text-books, instead of applying their energies to the 
task of making themselves more closely acquainted with the sub- 
ject immediately before them, would fumble through p of 
irrelevant matter in the hope of gathering a few crumbs of legal 
knowledge. Any one who who has sat day after day duri 

several years in the same court will be able to give a very om | 
opinion as to whether many ‘‘unreported cases” have been 
“ unfortunately ” or ‘ fortunately ” consigned to oblivion. 


Companies Acting as Trustees and Executors. 


A point of some importance under Acts enabling a joint-stock 
company to exercise the offices of executor and trustee was raised 
before the Supreme Court of Queensland in Re Bertram (1904, 
Queensland Law Jo 42). The Union Trustee Co. of 
Australia was empowered by private Acts to act as executor and 
trustee in Victoria, to apply for probate and administration, and 
the court in such applications was authorized to receive and act 
upon affidavits nn by the managing directors or managers of 
the company. Probate — been granted the Supreme 
Court of Victoria of the will of a testator domiciled in Victoria, 
the company applied to have the probate sealed by the Queens- 
land Court under the British Probates Act, 1898. The Queensland 
Court, however, decided that, inasmuch as the Acts by which 
the company was incorporated were passed before 1898, at a 
time when the resealing of probates granted in another part 
of her Majesty’s dominions was not contemplated, the com- 
pany had no — to apply through an officer for a reseal- 
ing of the probate in the same manner as it was authorized 
to apply for probate in Victoria. We believe that public 
opinion in the Colonies is in favour of allowing companies to 
undertake the business of trustees and executors. But a case 
like Re Bartram shews that corporations, owing to their peculiar 
constitution, cannot always enjoy the same privi as ordinary 
trustees, and may explain the unwillingness of lishmen to 
adopt a change which may often involve them in expense .and 
inconvenience. 


Liability of Lessee for Accidental Fire. 


Tae Szvenrs Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine has had 
to consider a question of the liability of the lessee of _— 
for loss by accidental or negligent burning. This liability is in 
England dealt with by the Fires Prevention (Metropolis) Act, 
1774, but is almost invariably regulated by contract or agree- 
ment between landlord and tenant. The law in France is con- 
tained in paragraph 1733 of the Code, by which the lessee is 
answerable in case of fire unless he can prove that the fire 
happened by accident or superior force, or by faulty construction, 
or that the fire was communicated from a neighbouring house. 
In the case under consideration the chimney of premises of 
which the defendant was lessee took fire and heated the walls 
to such a de that the external water-pipes were burst open. 
The lessor brought his action for the cost of the necessary 
Pi apeen It a oon he ee eee Se not of 

e thickness prescri y the police regulations, and the court, 
being satisfied that but for this et in thickness the water- 

ipes would not have been injured by the heat in the manner 
Jevcribed, dismissed the action. The decision rests upon prin- 
ciples familiar to the law of all civilized states. The plaintiff, 
quite apart from any e provision of the law, cannot be 
cdmitted to recover for which have been caused or 
aggravated by his own misconduct or negligence. 


Written Characters. 


A But, brought into the House of Commons by Mr, Batt on 


the 8th of M last, making it compulsory for of 
labour to give a person leaving or bei ismiteed frome 
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duct in his employment when such reference is applied for, has, 
we understand, been dropped. This provision would, we suppose, 
include domestic servants. and we believe that it is in accordance 
with the law in different foreign States. Oomplaints are made 
in every English-speaking community of the difficulty of obtain- 
ing servants, and it seems strange that there should be anything 
in our law which is a real obstacle to them in the exercise of 
their calling. Some of our ancestors appear to have thought 
that the law required amendment in favour of employers rather 
than of servants. Dawnret Dzrog, in a paper called ‘‘ The Way to 
Make London the Most Flourishing City in the Universe,” says : 
‘“‘ Nothing calls for more redress than servants quitting service 
for every idle disgust, leaving a master or mistress at a nonplus, 
and all under plea of a foolish old custom called warning, 
nowhere practised but in London, for in other places they are 
hired by the year or by the statute, as they call it, which settles 
them in a place at least for some time, whereas when they are 
not limited it encourages a wrong temper and makes them never 
easy.” What Deror calls the “‘ foolish old custom” has now 
spread over the United Kingdom, and we are afraid that 
servants are quite as restless as they were in the days of Queen 


Penal Servitude for Breaking Windows. 


A sEnTE.cE passed by the Recorder of Bedford has been the 
subject of much discussion in the newspapers. We gather that 
the offence with which the prisoners were charged was that of 
deliberately breaking windows in order to procure a lodging for 
the night, the prisoners having been refused admission to the 
workhuse. The case was «ne, no doubt, of malicious damage 
to property, and the Legislature has enacted by section 51 of the 
Malicious Damage Act, 1861, that where such damage is to an 
amount exceeding £5, the prisoner is liable at the discretion of 
the court to be kept in penal servitude for any term not 
exceeding five years. But the sentence of penal servitude 
passed by the recorder seems primd facie to be excessive, and 
we shall be anxious to hear any explanation of such unusual 
severity. 








The Right to Light as Between 
Adjoining Lessees. 


Tue Prescription Act, 1832, as is well known, recognizes a 

ial efficacy in the twenty years’ enjoyment of a right to 
light as compared with the prescriptive period for other ease- 
ments, and the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Fear 
v. Morgan (1906, 2 Ch. 406) affirms upon this ground the dis- 
tinction which has been taken as regards the acquisition of a 
right to light and the acquisition of any other easement by one 
tenant against another tenant holding under the same landlord. 
The prescriptive acquisition of a right of way or other easement, 
except a right of light, depends on section 2, which requires 
that the easement shall have been enjoyed by some person 
claiming right thereto for the full period of twenty years. 
The claim cannot then be defeated by shewing only that 
the easement was first enjoyed at some time prior to the 
twenty years, though it is liable to be defeated by other 
defences which were available when the Act was passed. The 
effect of this enactment in a case where the tenement alleged 
to have become servient had been in the possession of a tenant 
during the twenty years was considered in Bright v. Walker 
(10. M. & R. 211), and it was held that, since no easement 
could be thus acquired before the statute against the owner in 
fee, it could not be acquired under the statute against the 
tenant. The statute, it was pointed out by Parxsg, B., is “ for 
the shortening the time of prescription, and if the periods 
mentioned in it are to be new times of prescription, it must 
have bern intended that the enjoyment for those periods should 
give a good title against all, for titles by immemorial prescrip- 
tion are absolute and valid agsinst all. They are such as 
absolutely bind the fee in the land.” While, therefore, a right 
of way in favour of one lessee against another could be acquired 
by grant, it could not be acquired under the statute by pre- 


scription. 


But the provision of section 3 with regard to the acquisition 
of a right of light differs materially from that of section 2 with 
regard to the acquisition of other easements. When the right 
of light has been enjoyed for the full period of twenty years 
without interruption, it is to be deemed ‘absolute and 
indefeasiblo,” unless it has been enjoyed by ‘‘consent or 
agreement expressly made or given for that purpose by deed or 
writing.” And this difference of language puts the acquisition 
of the right in a specially favoured position. ‘‘ The section,” said 
Coreniper, J., in Truscott v. Merchant Taylors Company (11 Ex., p. 
863), “‘seems to me to simplify and almost new-found the 
mode of acquiring the right to access of light. It founds it on 
actual enjoyment for the full period of twenty years without 
interruption, unless that enjoyment is shewn to have been by 
consent or agreement expressly made by deed or writing—thus 
putting the right on a simple foundation, and with the simplest 
exception.” And accordingly in Frewen v. Philipps (11 
C. B. N. 8. 449) it was held in the Exchequer Chamber that, 
as regards light, one tenant could acquire the right as against 
another notwithstanding that they hold under the same landlord, 
on he would acquire it at the same time against the landlord 

0. 

This exceptional treatment of the right to light has been 
recognized in several subsequent cases. In Mitchell v. Cantrell 
(37 Ch. D, 56) it was treated as clear by the Court of Appeal 
that the lessee could acquire the right by twenty years’ enjoy- 
ment as against another lessee under the same lessor, and the 
question in the case was whether the enjoyment had been under 
a consent or agreement in writing. And in Robson v. Edwards 
(1593, 2 Ch. 146) the right thus acquired was held to continue 
notwithstanding the determination of the leases of the dominant 
and servient tenements, and the grant of fresh leases. ‘‘ When 
twenty years had run,” said Nortn, J., “the right was 
acquired absolute and indefeasible in respect of the access of 
light to that house; and when the house was leased afterwards, 
the right given by law passed with it, not by reason by the lease, 
though, no doubt, the person who became tenant went in under 
the lease ; but he did not get the grant to the light by the lease 
in any sense. He got the house by the lease, and the law gave 
the tenant, the occupier of the house, the right to the enjoyment 
of that light at that time.” 

Both Bright v. Walker (supra) and Frewen v. Philipps (supra) are 
founded upon the principle that an easement created by pre- 
scription must be created as against the entire interest in the 
servient tenement, and if the circumstances forbid such creation, 
then the easement is not created by prescription at all. “ The 
broad view,” said Linpiey, L.J., in Wheaton v. Maple & Co. 
(1893, 3 Ch. 48, at p. 65), which underlies the judgment [of 
Parke, B., in Bright v. Walker), ‘has never been disapproved. 
That view, as I understand it, is that the Act has not created 
a class of easements which could not be gained by prescription 
at common law, or, in other words, has not created an easement 
for a limited time only, or available only against particular 
owners or occupiers of the servient tenement, Such easements 
can only be created since the Act, as before the Act—viz., by 
grant or by an agreement enforceable in equity, which for most 
purposes is as efficacious as a deed under seal. Such a grant or 
agreement must, moreover, be proved as a fact and not 
purely fictitious.” And the learned judge proceeded to point 
out that there was no inconsistency between Bright vy. 
Walker and Frewen vy. Philipps. In the latter case the lessee 
had acquired the right to light not only against the adjoining 
lessee, but also against the common landlord. In Wheaton v. 
Maple & Co. the landlord was the Orown, and since 
section 3 does not apply to the Crown (Perry v. Hames, 1891, 1 
Ch. 658), the easement had not been acquired at all, If 
acquired, it must have been acquired against both lessee and 
reversioner of the servient property, and since it had not been 
acquired against the reversioner, it had not been acquired 
against the lessee. 





In Colles’ case (1904, A. OC. 179) it was observed by Hatssury, 
L.C., that the Prescription Act had made no difference in the 


| right conferred, but only in the mode of proof, and in the recent - 


case of Fear y. Morgan (supra) it was argued that the result of 
this dictum was to overrule the above authorities as to the 
| right to light, and to restrict the acquisition of the light to those 
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cases in which it could have been acquired befure the Act. But 
Colls’ case was concerned with the nature of the right when 
acquired, It can hardly be supposed that there was 
any intention to deny the effect of the statute in varying 
the mode by which it may be acquired, and this view was taken 
by the Court of Appeal. ‘All that that case decided,” said 
Romer, L.J., ‘‘8o far as relevant to the present appeal is this, 
that the right to light when acquired under the Prescription 
Act was still the same kind of right as that known under the 
old law. It did not decide that the right could not be acquired 
under the Act in circumstances in which or as against persons 
as against whom it could not have been acquired prior to 
the Act.” Substantially, therefore, Fear v. Morgan was a 
re-affirmation of the principle established by Frewen v. Philipps. 
Adjoining premises had been originally comprised in the same 
lease, but they had been severed, and a right of light had been 
enjoyed by the occupier of one over the other for more than the 
statutory period. This conferred the right upon the dominant 
tenement, both as against the adjoining occupier and the common 
landlord, and notwithstanding that there had been grants of 
fresh leases. There was no authority, it was pointed out, to 
justify the court in disregarding Frewen v. Philipps and Mitchell 
v. Cantrell. 





The Liability of Companies on 
Contracts Before Incorporation. 


I 


TuirTy years ago the Court of Appeal in Chancery, by the 
mouth of Lord Justice Metsu, decided that a company which 
had adopted, or in other words ratified, a contract, for services 
rendered in the course of its promotion, entered into on its 
behalf before its incorporation—before it came into existence— 
was not liable at law for the contract; but expressed the 
opinion there was some kind of equitable obligation on the 
company to pay for the services rendered if the company had 
taken the benefit of them. 

The case, decided in 1876, was that of Re Hereford and South 
Wales Waggon and Engineering Co. (2 Ch. D. 624). One Smrra, 
who was the owner of ironworks, agreed with two other persons, 
Water and Heap, that if they formed a joint-stock company 
to purchase the works at a valuation (to be made by BramwE x) 
Smirx would pay them £1,500 out of the purchase-money. 
The agreement was to be void if the company was not formed 
within three months, but the receipt of the £1,500 was not 
to prevent Watrer and Heap from obtaining payment from 
the company for their services in getting up and registering 
it. Shortly afterwards Surra agreed with Watrer, as trustee 
for the company, to sell to it the works for cash and shares, and 
this agreement was, says the report, ‘‘ adopted,” apparently by 
the company after it was formed (which formation was not 
within the three months). The articles of association provided 
that the directors should pay the expenses of getting up and 
registering the company. The company having gone into liquida- 
tion, Watrer and Heap claimed to prove for professional 
services rendered prior and subsequent to registration, and 
BRAMWELL claimed his valuation charges. Me.usn, L.J., in 
delivering the judgment of the court (consisting of James and 
Bacoatiay, L.JJ., and himself), said, in referring to the claim 
of Watrer and Heap: “ With respect to their professional 
services before the formation of the company, they would not 
have been entitled to maintain an action on legal grounds against 
the company, because the company was not in existence at the 
time when the services were performed, and the article only 
gives an authority to the directors to pay these costs, and does 
not constitute a contract to pay them as between the company 
and Mr. Watrer and Mr. Hzap. We think, however, that if 
the company can properly be considered to have adopted and 
derived benefit from these services, they would in equity be 
bound to pey for them, and Water and Heap would be 
entitled to prove for them.” In a ——— part of the 
judgment ‘ratify’ is used as the equivalent for “ adopt.” 
As regards Bramwe.t’s claim, inasmuch as his valuation was 
made un the instructions of Waurzr and Hzap 





before incorpora- | 


tion, it was held that “‘ at law his claim could be only against 
them,” and that “he could only claim against the company on 
the ground that Water and Heap would be entitled to be 
paid by the compan: the cost of the valuativn as part of the 
ex i, that his a fell with theirs, and that he had “ no 
independent equity of his own against the com ert 

The lant | roposition—as to the legal pe sae justified 
by Kelner v. Baxter (1866, L. R. 20. P. 174) and Melhado v. 
Porto Allegre Railway Co. (1874, L. R. 9 0. P. 508). In Kelner 
v. Baxter the memorandum of association of a proposed 
hotel company was executed on the the 9th of Jentais 
1866, but before the company was incorporated—namely, 
on the 29th of January, 1866—the plaintiff made an offer 
to the defendants, ‘“‘on behalf of the pro ” hotel 
company, to sell a stock of wines, and they, defen ants, signing 
‘on behalf of the” company, agreed to accept the offer. The 
wines were ‘‘ handed over to the company” presumably after in- 
corporation, and consumed by the company in the hotel business. 
On the Ist of February, 1866, the directors passed a resolution 
purporting to ratify the agreement, and there was subsequent 
ratification by the company after an action for goods sold and 
delivered had been brought against, not the company, but the 
persons who accepted the offer. The defendants were held 
liable, and in the course of the judgments delivered Wiis, J., 
says: ‘I apprehend that the company could only become liable 
upon a new contract. Oould the company become liable u 
a mere ratification? Olearly not. Ratification can only be by 
a person ascertained at the time of the act done —by a person in 
existence either actually or in contemplation of law,” and 
Byes, J., expresses himself to the same effect. It is to be 
observed that in that case the company had actually received and 
consumed the goods, and yet the very ground of the decision 
against the defendants was that the company was not liable. 
In Melhado’s case the articles of association provided that the 
company should defray expenses incurred in or about its establish- 
ment. The plaintiffs incurred such before it was incor- 
porated. After the company was formed the directors resolved that 
the plaintiffs should be paid (see the judgment of Brerr, J.), and 
the plaintiffs sued the Me od for the amount of the expenses 
and failed. Oorsriper, O.J., says: “It does seem just, in 
general, if a company takes the benefit of the work and 
expenditure by which its existence has been rendered possible 
. . . that a cause of action should not be given. I can find 
however, no legal principle upon which such an action can be 
maintained. . « The doctrine of ratification is inapplicable, 
for the reasons given in the judgment in Kelner v. Baxter.” 

It is most unlikely that a cautious judge like Lord Cotzames 
was attempting to differentiate between legal liability and 
equitable hability—the Hereford Waggon case dictum had not then 
flown from its nest. Nevertheless, in Spiller v. Paris Skating 
Rink Co. (1878, 7 Oh. D. 369), where a company had acted on, 
and derived profits from, an agreement made before its incorpora- 
tion, Mauins, J., held that a company could ratify such a 
contract, and expressed the opinion that the Méelhado case ‘ would 
have been otherwise decided in equity.” The Vice-Chancellor 
took the same view as to ratification in Mason v. Harrws (1879, 
11 Ch. D. 97), and it is worthy of note that no observation on 
this ruling was made when the case came before the Court of 


—— 
ut this decision as to ratification, even in any, Sag be con- 
sidered as overruled by the next case to be cited. Re Empress 
Engineoring Co. (1880, 16 Ch. D. 125) A. and B. agreed with C., 
purporting to contract on behalf of a company then unincor- 
porated, for the sale te es company of a ype henge it wae a 
term of the ent that sixty guineas shou a 
named firm of solicitors for ona documents seahastes with the 
incorporation. When the company was incorporated its memo- 
randum of association stated that the carrying into execution of 
that ent was one of the objects of or thy — More- 
over, the directors passed @ resolution ratify e agreement, 
yet the solicitors were held not to be entitled to prove fur the 
sixty guineas in the winding-up of the company. Basrr, LJ., 
during the argument, referred at once to the Milked onan 
When the Hereford case was referred to Jauzs, L.J., said: “The 
uestion has never been tried whether the com has had the 
benef of the claimants’ services.” But Jusamt, M.R., said : “ That 
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is a question of quantum meruit, and the subject for a distinct | the court declined to adopt the view that what occurred before, 
application’; and in his judgment he said: ‘The contract | plus what occurred after incorporation, made a new contract. 


between the promoters and the so-called agent for the company 
of course was not a contract binding upon the company, for the 


Corton, L.J., says: ‘“‘ The erroneous opinion ”—of the directors 
—“ that a contract entered into before the company came into 


company had then no existence, nor could it become binding on | existence was binding on the company, and the acting on that 
the company by ratification. . . . It does not follow from that | erroneous opinion does not make a good contract between the 
that acts may not be done by the company after its formation which | company and” the vendor. ‘‘ We are not authorized to infer a 
make a new contract to the same effect as the old one, but that stands | contract as it was inferred in those cases where there was no other 
on a different principle.” Later on, he said that any order | explanation of the conduct of the parties.” 


the court might make would not prejudice the claim for 
£63 “which is merely for an amount due for services the 
benefit of which has been taken by the company.” James, L.J., said: 
‘“‘ Notwithstanding what was said by Matiys, V.C., in Spiller v. 
Paris Skating Rink Co., it appears to me that it is settled, doth in 
the courts of law and by us in the Court of Appeal” in the Hereford 
case—that is to say, as the Court of —- in Chancery—“‘ that 
a company cannot ratify a contract ma: 

came into existence—cannot ratify a nullity. The only thing 
that results from what is called ratification or adoption of such 
a contract is, not the ratification or adoption of a contract, gud 
contract, but the creation of an equitable liability depending upon 
equitable grounds. It is inequitable for a man not to pay for 


(Zo be continued.) 








Reviews. 
Conveyancing. 


e on its behalf before it | Rrpuimsrone’s IntTRopUcTION To CONVEYANCING. WITH AN 


APPENDIX DEALING WITH REGISTERED LAND. SIXTH EDITION. 
By Sir HowaRD WARBURTON ELPHINSTONE, Bart., M.A., GILBERT 
HARRISON JOHN Hurst, M.A., and LanceLor Henry ELPaHin- 
STONE, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


A very good idea of the careful explanation of conveyancing 


services of which he has taken the benefit. hat was the only | principles which this book contains can be got from a perusal of the 


ground upon which we held that, in that case, Walter and Head would 


chapter on assignments and mortgages of choses in action. Apart 


have had a claim for services before the registration of the company, 
had not an equitable defence been effectually set up on the ground of a 
fraudulent concealment.” Brett, L.J., following, merely concurred, 
and James, L.J., then said that the dismissal of the appeal would be 
“ without prejudice to any claim to an equitable quantum merutt.” 
So far, therefore, the decisions seemed to be, both at law and 
in equity, that a contract made before incorporation could not be 
thereafter ratified by the company, but that in equity, according 
to Jusszr, M.R., acts by the company might make a new contract to 
the same effect as the old one, and according to James, L.J., that 
what would otherwise be ratification or adoption created an equit- 
able liability depending on equitable grounds. The two propositions 
are somewhat different—the former being sound, the latter, as 
will be shortly seen, unsound. In Re Rotherham Alum and 
Chemical Co. (1883, 25 Oh. D. 103) one Mycock employed a 


solicitor to act in forming a company to take over Mycock’s 


from the question as to the exact limits of the term, the student 
requires to obtain a clear idea of the distinction between choses in 
action which were formerly assignable at law and those which were 
assignable only in equity, and he must graft upon this the new rule 
as to assignability contained in section 25 of the Judicature Act, 
1873. He must also be sure as to the effect of giving notice of the 
assignment to the debtor or to the holder of the fund which is 
assigned, and the consequences the omission to give notice may 
have in letting in subsequent incumbrancers. All this, with references 
to the more important of the recent cases—in particular to Ward v. 
Duncombe (1893, A. C. 369)—is very clearly explained. Similarly the 
questions which have arisen in the last few years in connection with 
** compound settlements” are concisely pointed out in the part of the 
chapter on marriage settlements which deals with the Settled Land 
Acts. The leading feature, however, of the present edition is the 
appendix which has been added on Registration of Title under the Land 
Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, What course registration practice will 
take in the future it is impossible to foresee. At present the system is 


being worked under statutes framed without regard to the difficulties 


business. The company was afterwards formed, with articles 1 ; 

providing that formation expenses should be paid by the = sae ae and oe of Seaton ths y P ian for 
ee . eir clients the same protection under registration that they enjoy 

company. Mycock a director of the ah , and as 2 under ordinary conveyancing has introduced a new chapter into 

was present at meetings of directors at which it was resolve conveyancing practice. The appendix, in addition to giving a 

that the solicitor should have a cheque for part of his expenses, | general view of the system of registration, explains the special 

and this cheque was given and paid. A claim by the solicitor precautions which require to be adopted in taking oe 


for the balance in the winding up of the company failed. The | and in particular the various modes of overcoming the di 


culty 


judgment of Corron, L.J., is worth reading, but it does not lay | caused by registration when a purchase and a mortgage require to be 


carried through simultaneously. Until uniformity io this respect has 


wn a clearly defi inciple. The Lord Justice, h 
ee an peewee mood sing Ra i: been established the student and the practitioner will find here one of 


referring to the Hereford case, says that it was there ‘said that 
but for the equitable ground of defence there set up, Water and 
Heap would have had a good claim, butin that case the services 
were not done on the retainer of any other person who was 
liable to pay for them. In the same case Bramwet1, who had 
been employed by Wa rer and Heap, and urged that the company 
had taken the benefit of his services, was held to have no claim 
against the company. The present case, therefore, is disposed 
of by authority.” Liypizy, L.J., is more definite. He says: 
‘‘It is a mere fallacy to say that because a person gets the 
benefit of work done for somebody else he is liable to pay the 
person who did the work.” Lord Justice Fry agreed that it 
was by no means universally true that “when a person 
takes property on which labour has been expended, and 

ets the benefit of that contract, he must pay for it.” 

n Re Northumberland Avenue Hotel Co. (1886, 33 Ch. D. 16) 
there was, one day only before incorporation, an agreement 
between N. and D., the latter being described as trustee for the 
intended company, for an underlease of land. The articles of 
association purported to adopt the agreement, and the company 
iteelf made payments on account of rent, passed resolutions pur- 
porting to modify the agreement, and took possession of and 
spent large sums on the property, but there was no express con- 
tract with N. after incorporation. Onrrry, J., and the Court of 
Appeal held that there was no contract binding on the company. 
It was not disputed, either that the original contract was not 
binding on the company or that ratification was impossible, but 





the knottiest points of current practice. The book generally has been 
brought up to date, andit will continue to be a most useful guide to 
conveyancing. 





Pleading and Practice. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF PLEADING AND PrAcTIcE IN Crvit ACTIONS IN 
THE HicH Court oF Justice. By W. Buake OpceErs, M.A., 
LL.D., K.C. SrxtH Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This work gives to the practitioner and the student compendiously 
and clearly information which he could otherwise only acquire by a 
laborious examination of the Rules of the Supreme Court and the 
cases decided upon them, and even then he would miss the practical 
hints and illustrations by which Mr. Odgers increases the utility of 
his book. The present edition retains the characteristics by which 
the previous editions have been known. Where necessary, reference 
is made to the earlier system of pleading, and it is pointed out how 
that system, whatever may have been its defects, had, at any rate, 
the merit of teaching precision. Everything depended on the form 
of the action, and the pleader had to be sure that the particular 
facts which he was prepared to prove supported the form of action 
which he chose, otherwise he might be nonsuited and have to 
begin over again with a different form of action. But litigation is 


not carried on for the sake of sharpening the wits of the a 


advocates, and the process is now practically reversed. The plainti 

states his facts and trusts to the court finding in them some cause of 
action. Pleading, however, is not now a matter of course, nor is the 
procedure in all actions the same. Mr, Odgers carefully explains the 
various modes in which an action can be started, and the exceptional 
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cases in which pleadings can be delivered without leave. In 
other cases the parties must satisfy the master that pleadings 
are necessary in order to put the case in a proper condition for 
trial. As to the pleadings themselves, Mr. Odgers emphasizes 
the fundamental rule that the pleadings must state facts, and not 
law, and he gives numerous illustrations of how this rule should be 
applied in various actions. This part of the book is followed by 
chapters dealing with discovery and interrogatories, and with the 
preparation of the evidence ; and the proceedings at the trial and the 
various forms of execution by which the judgment is enforced are 
explained. The text of the book concludes with a useful chapter on 
costs, which has been re-written for the present edition, and the 
pleading rules, with precedents of pleadings, are given in the 
appendices. 


Books of the Week. 


Supplement to the Catalogue of the Library of the Law Society, 
1891-1906. By Wavrer M. Srvoxar, B.A., Librarian. Spottis- 
woode & Co. (Limited). 

Sweet & Maxwell's Diary for Lawyers for 1907. Edited by 
Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
one of the Editors of the Annual Practice, and J, Jonnstoy, of 
the Central Office. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. November, 1906. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


The Law Relating to Railway Traffic. By THomas WaGuory, 
Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN CANNINGS (LIM.) AND THE 
MIDDLESEX COUNTY COUNCIL. No.1. 5th Nov. 


Licnr Rarrways Act—OomprnsaTion vor Purcnase or Lanp—Costs or 
AnsiTraTiIon—Taxartion by TAXING-MASTER—APPEAL—ARBITRATION ACT, 
1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 1, 2, 24; Scuepute I. (i.) —Lanps 
Ciavses (Taxation or Costs) Acr, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 11), s. 1—Licut 
Rartways Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c. 48), ss. 12, 13, 28. 


Appeal by the Middlesex County Council from the refusal by Lawrance, 
J., to direct a review of taxation of costs. The Middlesex County Council 
obtained an order under the Light Railways Act, 1896, authorizing the 
construction of a light railway. This order inc rated the Lands 
Clauses Acts. The county council gave notice to ings (Limited), 
uerein called the claimants, for the purchase of certain houses in their 
occupation. An arbitrator was appointed to assess the compensation, and 
he awarded £9,653, and directed the county council to pay the costs of the 
reference and award. The costs were taxed by a taxing-master of the 
Supreme Court, who allowed costs in excess of those specified in scale 
No. 3 of the Light Railways (Costs) Rules, 1898, upon the ground that the 
case was a complicated case, and was ‘ other than an ordi case *’ 
within the meaning of the clause at the end of the scale. The county 
council carried in objections to the taxation, but the master overruled 
them, and the learned judge refused to direct a review of taxation. The 
county council appealed, and the claimants ccntended that no appeal lay 
from the taxing-master upon the ground that in taxing the costs he acted 
as @ persona designata and not as an officer of the court. 

Tax Court (Cozens-Harpy and Farwet, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., said that the order under which the land was 
taken incorporated the Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act, 1895, and 
he could not find anything in the Light Railways Act, 1896, varying that 
Act or inconsistent with it. It had been held in Karl of Shrewsbury v. 
Wirral Railway Co. (44 W. R.19; 1895, 2 Ch. 812) that a taxation under 
the Lands Clauses Act was by the taxing-master as a designated person, 
and not as an officer of the court subject to review. He desired to express no 
opinion upon the point decided by A. T. Lawrence, J., in Baxter v. Midland 
Railway Co, (98 L. T. 538), but, assuming that that learned judge’s view 
was correct, that the incidence of costs under the Light Railways Act, 
1896, was now to be determined by the arbitrator and not according to 
the rigid code contained in the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, he still thought 
that when, asin the present case, the arbitrator had awarded costs to be paid 
by the county couucil, such costs must be taxed at the request of the 
claimants under the Act of 1895. 

Farwett, L.J., concurred. The orderauthorizing the light railway, taken 
together with sections 11, 12, and 28 of the Light Railways Act, 1896, 
iucorporated the Lands Olauses Act, including the Lands Clauses (Taxa- 
sion of Uosts) Act, 1895. That being so, the question mainly turned upon 
section 13, sub-section 3, of the Light Railways Act, 1896, which provided 
that *‘ the Arbitration Act, 1889, shall apply to any arbitration under this 


section.”’ A. T, Lawrence, J.,held in Saxter v. Midland Raslway Co. that 
that sub-section overrode the provision in section 34 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, under which the costs depended on the relative amounts of the 
sum offered and the sum awarded, and gave the arbitrator full discretion 


in the discretion of the arbitrator. Further, he might tex or settle the 
amount thereof, and if he did so as of his award there was no appeal 
from his finding. If, however, he didnot tax or settle, or if the parties 
did not include such taxation in their submission, then the general 
jurisdiction of the court to direct taxation arose under section1 of the 
Arbitation Act, 1889, by virtue of the submission being eqitivalent 
to an order of the court. But the Light Railways Act, 1896, 
had expressly incorporated the Lands Clauses (Taxation of Costs) Act, 
1895, the sole object of which was to enable either of the —— to an 
arbitration to have the costs taxed by a Sg ee He had come to 
the conclusion that the true result was that, although the costs might well 
be, as A. T. Lawrence, J., had held, now in the discretion of the arbitrator, 
and he might tax and settle their amount if both parties agreed, yet either 
party was at liberty to require them to be taxed by a taxing-master under 
the Act of 1895, and if this was done there was no ap’ from such 
taxing-master’s certificate. That construction left the j t of A. T. 
Lawrence, J., upon which he (the Lord Justice) expressed no opinion, 
untouched, in that it interfered with none of the express provisions of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, but displaced only the provision for taxation implied 
from making the submiesion an order of court, and it did that by virtue of 
an express provision in a later Act, and in so doing it conformed to the 
usual rule that when there were two = general Acts with inconsistent 
provisions the later Act prevailed, and all the more so if its provision was 
express and that of the earlier Act was only implied.—Counszt, 8. A. 7. 
Rowlatt ; Lewis Coward, K.C., and Bartley Denniss. Soxicirors, Sir Richard 
Nicholson ; Hyland, Atkin, § Rogers. 
[Reported by W. F. Bazay, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN COLES AND RAVENSHEAR, 
No. 1. 5th Nov. 


Pracrice—Aprga to Court or Aprgat—Tiwe—Sreciat Leavy to Arreat 
arrer Expiration or Time—Mistake or Counsetr—R. 8. O. LVITI. 15. 


This was an application for special leave to — from an order of a 
Divisional Court setting aside an award of an arbitrator after the expira- 
tion of the proper time for appealing. The award was made in an 
arbitration arising out of a building agreement, and was in favour 
of the builder against the building owner. The builder desired 
to appeal from the order of the Divisional Court, and, as the 
order was not made in an action, the appeal ought to have been 
brought within fourteen days. But by a mistake on the part of counsel, 
who considered that, as the decision was in substance a j t 
which finally determined the rights of the parties, the longer of 
three months was available, notice of appeal was not given within fourteen 
days. [See Re Croasdell and Cammell, Laird, § Co. (Limited) (1906, 2 K. B. 
569) |. By ord. 58, r. 15, “‘ No appeal to the Court of Appeal from any 
interlocutory order, or from any order, whether final or interlocutory, in 
any matter not being an action, shall, except by special leave of the Court 
of Appeal, be brought after the > of fourteen days, and no other 
appeal shall, except by such leave, be brought after the expiration of three 
months,.’’ In support of the application it was said that the court had an 
absolute discretion in the mutter, and that in Cusack v. London and North- 
Western Railway Co. (1891, 1 Q. B. 347) the court had departed from the 
strict view of the rule taken in Collins v. Vestry of ton (5 Q. B. D. 
368). On the other side it was that the practice of the court was 
not to allow special leave to ai fin such a case as the t: Inter- 
national Financial Society v. City of Moscow Gas Co. (7 Oh. D. 241), roy noe 
v. Barker (7 Ch. D. 701), Re New Callao (22 Ch. D. 484), and Re Hi 
(1894, 1 Q. B. 742). 

Tux Covrr (Cotuivs, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Fanwewt, L.JJ,) 
refused the ae 

Coriis, M.R., — there —_ no doubt ae the court igh ge to give 
special leave to notwithstanding the of the proper 
ray appealing. hd if the matter were free from authority, he should 
unhesitatingly allow the time to be extended in this case. should 
be treated as a handmaid, and not asamistress. Therule which he should 
have desired to act upon was that laid down by Bowen, L.J., in the .case 
of Re Manchester Economic Building Society (24 Ch. D. 488): ** If the appel 
lant is asking for what is evidently unjust, it is clear that he ought not 


to have it; if he is asking for what may lead to injustice he t not to 
have it except on terms which would prevent any injustice being 
done .. . but if the person who is asking for leave to appeal after twenty~- 


one days is only asking for what is just, why should not he have it’”’ 
But he did not feel himself at in this matter. The latest decision 
of this court on the subject was Re Helsby in 1894. The only difference 
between that case and this was that there the mistake as to time was 
made by a solicitor’s clerk instead of by counsel. Lord Halsbury, and 
Lopes and Davey, L.JJ., refused to treat such mistake as a ground for 
granting special leave to appeal. This was in accordance with the earlier 
case of International Financial Society v. City of Moscow Gas Co. In the face 
of those authorities he did not think they could now lay down a different 
rule. They must, therefore, refuse >a special leave. 

Cozens-Haxpy, L.J., said he had arrived with regret at the same con- 
clusion. He should like to hold that, where an honest mistake had been 


made as to the time for , and no had resulted therefrom 
that could not be re an order as to costs, the court would be 
justified in granting special leave to eppea under ord. 58, r. 15, The 
course of authority on the subject been far from uniform. The 
current at one time was in favour of a rigid application of the rule limit- 
ing the time for ap . The current then turned, and the j took 
a less strict view, and in 1891, Re Manchester Economie 


Society came Cusack v. London and North-Western Railway Co., i 
the application to enter an appeal was one day late, Lord 
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to determine their incidence, because under the Arbitration Act costs were 
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Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., extended the time. But in 1894 came Re Helsby. 
It seemed to him that the current had turned again, and he agreed that 
the application must be refused. 

Farwe.t L.J., said he agreed with the other members of the court 
that the application should be refused, but he did not share their regret. 
He thought that they ought to follow the rule of practice which had been 
laid down in International Financia/ Society v. City of Moscow Gas Co. and Re 
Helsby.—Covunser, C. A. Russetl, K.C.; Rawlinson, K.C., and W. R. Warren. 
Soxicrrors, Law ¢ Worssam ; James Morley. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MACMILLAN & CO. v. DENT. No.2. 3lst Oct.: 6th and 7th Nov. 


Copraicgut—Letrers—Pvusuication Arter Deatn or AuTHoR— RESTRAINT 
or Praiicatiun—Uorpyricat Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), 8. 3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 54 W. R. 
262; 1906, 1 Ch. 101). The question raived by the action had reference to 
the right to publish sixteen letters written by Charles Lamb to one Robert 
Lloyd between the years 1798 to 1810. ‘’n the 9th of October, 1830, 
Charles Lumb made his will and thereby appointed Mr. T. N. Talfourd, 
afterwards Judge Tuaifourd, aud Mr. C. Ryle his executors, and after 
certain provisions in favour of his sister, Mary Ann Lamb, and in default 
of appointment by her, he gave the residue of his estate to Emma Isola, 
and in the event of her death to her children. Lamb died on the 27th of 
December, 1834, and his will was proved on the 16th of January, 1835, by 
both the executors. Ryle survived Talfourd and died intestate. Mary 
Ann Lamb died without having exercised her power of appointment 
under the will. Emma Isola married Edward Moxon, the publisher, and 
died intestate on the 2nd of February, 1891, and her son, A. H. 
Moxon, took out letters of administration to her estate. On the 
3let of January, 1905, A. H. Moxon took out letters of adminis- 
tration cum testamento annezo de bonis non to Charles Lamb, 
and on the 7th of February, 1905, A. H. Moxon assigned all his 
rights in the sixteen letters in question to the defendant. The actual 
letters had found their way iuto the hands of a Mr. and Mrs. Steeds, and 
on the 5th of March, 1895, Mr. and Mrs. Steeds sold all the copyright 
which they possessed in these letters and the exclusive right of publishing 
the entire collectiin of letters and manuscripts of the Lloyd family for 
£250 to Smith, Eider, & Co., who by the agreement undertook to return 
the manuscripts when copied, and they received back the letters from 
Smith, Elder, & Co. after they had been made use of. On the 10th of 
November, 1898, Smith. Elder, & Co. brought out a book called ‘‘ Charles 
Lamb and the Lloyds,” in which these sixteen letters appeared, having 
been reproduced frum the letters lent by Mr. and Mrs. steeds for that 
— In May, 1899, a correspondence took place between Smith, 

der, & Co. and Macmillan & Co., with refereuce to a licence to be 
granted to Macmillan & Co. to print these sixteen letters with some other 
letcers of Charles Lamb’s in an edition of Charles Lamb's letters to be 
edited by the late Canon Ainger. The effect of this correspondence was 
that a licence was grauted by Smith, Elder, & Co. to Macmillan & Co., 
accompanied by a promise not to give a similar permission to any other 
publi-her. At the end of 1899 Macmillan & Co. published Canon 
Ainger’s edition of Charles Lamb's letters containing the sixteen letters 
in question. Ou the 6th of Nuvember, 1902, the defendant, being 
desirous of producing an «dition of Lamb’s letters, wrote to Smith, Elder, 
& Co. asking for permission to include these letters in his edition, but on 
the 11th of November Smith, Elder, & Co. replied that they were unable 
ta comply with his request as they bad already given exclusive permission 
to another firm. In the early part of 1903 a travelier of the defendant's 
brought to hie knowl-dge the fact that some original letters of Charles 
Lamb were in the market, aud on inquiry it turned out that these were 
the letters vow in question, which were being offered for sale by Steed» 
and bis wife. The defenda.t therefore entered into an agreement with 
Steeds for the purchave of the letters, and on the 9th of May, 1903, he 
paid him £250 for the sixteen letters, together with some other letters. 
Sieeds had previously intormed tne defeudant of his assignment of the 
copyright in the letters to Smith, Eider, & Co., and the receipt given by 
him on the 9h of May was «expressed to be for the letters and also for any 
nghts which he might still have therein. Towards the ciose of the year 
the defendant brvught out au edition of Lamb's letters, includiug these 
sixteen letters. (m the 30th of April, 1904, the writ in this ac ion was 
issued, so that the grant of letters of administration to Lamb's estate 
to A. H. Moxon and his assignment to the defendant were subse- 
queut to the commencement of the action. The plaintiffs, Smith, 
Kider, & Co., claimed to be the registered proprietors of the copy- 
right in the sixteen letters, and they and their co- plaintiffs asked for 
au injunction to restrain the defendant from printing publishing, 
selling, or offering for sale any copy of any book which iufringed 
the plaintiffs’ rights in the letters in question, with incidental 
relief. In the court below the question at issue turved mainly upon the 
construction of section 3 of the Copyright Act, 1842, which, after providing 
that the copyright in every book (which includes letters) published in the 
lifetime of the author should ve the property of the author and his assigns 
and should endure for the life of the autnor and seven years after his death, 
— that, if the term of seven years should expire before the end of 

ty-two years, the copyright should endure for forty-two years, pro- 
tog as follows: “ And the copyright in every book which shall be 
published after the death of i's onthe shall endure for the term of forty- 
two years from the firet publication therevf, aud shall be the property of 
the propri-ter of the author s manuscript from which such bovk shall be 
fisst published and his assigns.” Kekewich, J., made 4 declaration that 
the of publication of these letters was vested in the plaintiffs Smith, 


The plaintiffs were also entitled to a account of profits, but there would 
be a stay of execution in case the defendants desired to appeal. The 
defendants appealed from this decision. 


Tue Court (VavaHan Wituiams, Fiercuer Movxiton, and Buckuey, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Vavcnan Wru1ama, L.J., said that he thought that the decision of 
Kekewich, J., was quite right. In the present case the first question 
turned on the construction of section 3 of the Copyright Act of 1849, 
Having regard to the words of this section and in particular to the words 
‘* from which such book shall be first published,”’ the court was bound to 
construe the words ‘‘ author's manuscript” in their natural sense as 
something physical, as meaning the paper with the words inscribed on it, 
and not as meaning the composition independent of its inscription. The 
section seemed to contemplate the possibility of there being more than one 
author’s manuscript and to give the copyright, or right of multiplyi 
copies, to the proprietor of that manuscript of the author from which suc 
copy should be first published. His lordship had come tu the conclusion 
that this was the proper construciion of the-e words, and if the Legislature 
intended to express that which he thought, on the true construction of the 
section, it did intend to express, his lordship could not conceive any better 
words to express this meaning. It was true that this construction involveda 
race or competition between the proprietors of authors’ manuscripts which 
prima facie one would hesitate to suppose to have been the intention of 
Parliament. It might be there was some interpretation of the words 
‘‘ first published ’’ which would avoid this race or competition between the 
various owners of authors’ manuscripts. But whatever construction might 
be put on the words ‘first published,” his lordship thought that there 
could be no doubt but that *‘ authors’ manuscript’’ meant the paper on 
which the composition was inscribed, and not the composition independent 
of the paper on which it was written. Having arrived at this conclusion, 
the next question was, what were the rights which Messrs. Smith, Elder, 
& Co. acquired under their agreement of the 5th of March, 1905, with 
Mr. and Mrs Steeds. Under the agreement Mr. and Mrs. Steeds assigned 
all the copyright which they possessed and the exclusive right of pub- 
lishing the letters aud manuscripts belonging to the Lloyd family then 
transferred. Then came a provision that Messrs. Smith, Elder, & Co. 
should hand back thase letters after using them. Strictly speaking, 
Mr. and Mrs, Steeds, at the moment of the execution of the agreement, 
possessed no copyright in these letters whatever, but his lordship’s view 
was that, although they had no copyright, they had documents which, 
if they were the proprietors, gave them a right on publication to 
acquire the copyright, and, according to his view, the word ‘' copyright” 
in the agreement ought to be read as covering the right to acquire copy- 
right, which was vested in Mr. and Mrs. Steeds as proprietors of the 
author’s manuscript. That the word ‘‘ copyright ’’ could be used in such 
a sense was clear. because in section 2 of the Copyright Act, 1842, the 
definition section, although that section was dealing with the right of an 
author and not of the proprietor of an author's manuscript, it was quite 
clear that the word “‘ copyright’ inciuded not only the right of somebody 
after publication, which was copyright in the strict sense, but also the 
right of the author before publication. His lordship thought, therefore, 
that the intention of the agreement was to transfer this inchoate right. 
Then by the agreement the documents were transferred, and, if there 
had been nothing more, his lordship would have said that it was plain 
that Messrs. Smith, Elder, & Co. became proprietors by transfer of the 
letters which were the subject of the action. A difficulty, however, was 
caused by the fact that the agreement contained an engagement by Messrs. 
Smith, Elder, & Co. to return the letters as soon as they had been copied. 
In these circumstances there was some difficulty in saying that really the 
property in the letters so passed to Messrs. Smith, Elder, & Co. as to 
make them proprirtors of the author's manuscript, because it looked as 
if the autbor’s manuscript continued from first to last the property of Mr. 
and Mrs. Steeds. Messrs. Smith, Elder, & Co, having published the 
letters did in fact hand the letters b.ck to Mr. and Mrs. Steeds, who sold 
them to the defendant subsequently to the publication by Messrs, 
Macmillan, the licensees of Messrs. Smith, Elder, & Co. His lordship's 
conclusion was that the publication from this author's manuscript, of 
which he would take it Mr. and Mrs. Steeds were proprietors, with the 
assentof Mr. and Mrs. Steeds. did vest the copyright in somebody, and, 
having regard to the words of the agreement of the 5th of March, 1905, 
the vesting was in Messrs Smith, Elder, & Co., and it was vested in them 
at a time when no one claiming under Mr. and Mrs. Steeds as an assign 
had obtained any right of copyright, such as that which Mr. Dent 
obtained when he purchased the letters. He thought, therefore, that 
the true result of the agreement of the 5th of March, 1905, as 
acted upon by the publication of the letters, was to vest in Messrs. 
Smith, Elder, & Co., who had already acquired the right of acquiring 
a right of copyright under the agreement, the actual right of copy- 
right so soon as there was actual publication from the author's manu- 
script. Then it was said by counsel for the appellant, that Charles 
Lamb had acquired some right of copyright, not under the Copyright Act, 
1842, but unger the statutes of 8 Anne, c. 19, and 54 Geo, 3, c. 156, 
which were the statutes r-latiug to copyright which were in force during 
Lamb's lifetime. In the course of the argument in the present case it 
was admitted on both sides that the copyright which was the subject of 
these two Acts of Parliament was a copyright which could be acquired 
only after publication, and it was admitted that these letters were not 


in a copyright case did not brar the same meauing as it did in connection 
with libel, for instance, because in dealing with libel publication to one 
was sufficient for the purpose of supporting the action, but in the 





Eider, & Co., and he gave the plaintiffs liberty to apply for an injunction. 





case of copyright it was not publication to one man, but publication to 








ublished in Charles Lamb’s lifetime. Of course, the word ‘* publication ’’. 
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the public generally that was required; and, therefore, publication to 
friends of the author, or even to students to whom the author was 
lecturing, was not publication within the meaning of the Copyright 
Act, the publication in such cases being on a condition which 
was inconsistent with its communication to the public. When this 
fact of non-publication in the lifetime of Charles Lamb was borne in 
mind it was plain that copyright in the statutory sense of the word— 
iz., copyright after publication—could not arise in the present case ; but 
it was said that there might be that copyright, which was a common law 
right of the author before as well as after publication. The answer was 
that that could not apply in the present case because, whatever the 
common law rights of the author were before publication, the necessary 
effect of section 3 of the Copyright Act, 1842, was to destroy those rights 
and transfer them to the proprietor of the author's manuscript. Of 
course, the Copyright Act, 1842, was not in force during Lamb’s lifetime, 
but there was nothing in the Act of 8 Anne which vested in the personal 
representatives of an author anything except the statu right created 
by publication. The case of White v. Geroch (2 B, & A. 308) was relied on 
as shewing that under the statute of 8 Anne, or 56 Geo. 3 which extended 
it, some statutory right was vested in the author prior to publication. In 
his lordship's opinion that was not so. He thought that the appeal must 
be dismissed, with costs. 


Fiercner Movuiton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 


Bucxuey, L.J.—At the date of Charles Lamb’s death, the statute which 
was in force relating to copyright was 8 Annec.19. It has been argued 
that, notwithstanding that there had been no publication down to the 
date of the repeal of that Act by the Act of 1842, there was nevertheless in 
existence in 1842, and vested in Charles Lamb's representative, a copyright 
of these letters, and that that right was saved by the last words of section 1 
and by section 28 of the Act of 1842. In my opinion there was no such 
copyright in existence in 1842. Under the statute of Anne the author of 
& book ‘‘ composed and not printed and published ’’ (which is the present 
case) is given the sole liberty of printing for fourteen years to commence 
from the day of first publishing the same. Until publication there is no 
copyright. White v. Geroch (2 B. & A. 298) was pressed on us as a decision 
to the contrary. The question argued and decided in that case was 
whether there having been publication by the sale of manuscript copies 
printing was under the statute of Anne a condition precedent to 
copyright. The decision was that the statute of Anne gives a copy- 
right in works composed and not printed, not that it gives a 
copyright in works not published. For the present purpose 
there is nothing else in the case. When the Act of 1842 was 
a there was, therefore, no subsisting copyright which was saved 

y the saving clauses of that Act. The question to be resolved is thus 
reduced to the determination of the last words of section 3 of the Act of 
1842. It has been argued on this section that the ‘‘ author’s manuscript” 
means ‘‘ the abstract thing ’’—viz., the literary composition as distinguished 
from the concrete thing, meaning the expression of that literary composi- 
tion in characters upon paper. I agree that there exists in an author a 
right of property in the literary composition as distinct from the concrete 
thing, the words written upon the paper. The decision in Pope v. Curl 
(2 Atk. 342), as understood and explained in Perceval v. Phipps (2 
Vv. & B. 19), rests no doubt upon this, that as between the writer 
and addressee of a letter, notwithstanding the fact that the latter 
is entitled to the letter, meaning the paper on which it is written, 
yet the writer has a right of property in the letter based upon his 
right as composer. Charles Lamb, therefore, and after his death his 
legal personal representatives, had no doubt certain rights of property in 
these letters—viz., those which result from the fact that Charles Lamb 
was their author, and I agree that a determination of the statutory right of 
copyright does not exhaust these rights. There exist at common law in 
the writer of a letter certain rights apart from cop:right, such as, for 
instance, the right to restrain the receiver from publishing the letter. 
Instances of the successful assertion of this right are found in Queensberry 
v. Shebbeare ‘2 Eden 329), Gee v. Pritchard (2 Sw. 402). But the right to 
restrain the receiver from publishing is one thing, the right in the author 
himself or his representatives to publish and obtain copyright is another 
thing. It is the latter we have to consider, and the latter is governed 
wholly by statute. It remains to determine what is the true meaning 
of the words ‘“‘the proprietor of the author's manuscript.”” In my 
anew the author’s manuscript is not the abstract thing, the 
iterary composition, but the concrete thing, the paper upon which 
the idea is expressed. It is from the latter, not the former, that 
the book can be published. That which can be the subject of 
property is the expressed thought, not the unexpressed thought, and 
where the author is dead, the right to copyright is to be traced, not from the 
author, the person who composed the literary composition, but from the 
first publisher of the author's manuscript. I do not feel any difficulty 
based on the argument that it may result from this view of the Act that 
after the writer’s death the addressee of the letter could publish notwith- 
standing objections raised by the author's representatives, thus exposing 
the writer and ‘his family to disclosure of documents which might be 
rivate and confidential. It does not follow that because the copyright, 
Ff there be publication, will be in the person who, being proprietor of the 
author’s manuscript, first publishes that that person is entitled to publish. 
The common law right to which I have referred would be available to 
enable the l+gal personal r-presentatives in ~ circumstances to 
restrain publication. I agree that the appeal should be dismissed with 
costs. OCounsri, Danckwerts, K.C., and Sebastian; Sorutton, K.O., and 
R. A, Wright. Sorscrrons, Cheston §¢ Sons; Surr, Gribble, § Oliver, for 8, 
Hosgood, Pershore. 

(Reported by J. I. Stiasino, Barristereat-Law, ) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WRIGHT. MOTT v. I880TT. Kekewich, J. Sst Oct,; 7th Nov. 


Witt—Consrruction— Conprri1on a8 TO Resrpence AND Conprrion AGaINsT 
Maraiace—VALipirr or. 


This was an adjourned summons taken out by trustees for the deter- 
mination of certain questions arising on the construction of the will of the 
testator. By his will dated the 16th of September, 1889, the testator gare 
a leasehold house to his trustees vpn trust to allow the defendant Mrs. 
C. E. Issott (therein called O. E. drey) ‘‘ to hold and occupy the same 
during her lifetime free from all! ments in respect of rent, rates, taxes, 
insurance, and repairs, but ject to the provixo and condition 
hereinafter mentioned, and to her upon the said premises 
during her lifetime.” The was to the effect that after 
the death of the testator she should remain le and unmarried, 
and that in event of her marrying she should forfeit the bequest. On her 
death or her failare to fulfil the conditions and provisoes the y was 
to fall into the residue. The testator died on the 7th of April, 1890. The 
defendant married on the 2lst of March, 1894. Shortly after the death 
of the testator the defendant took up her residence at the house in 
question, and continued to reside there until April, 1904, when her 
husband rented another house, to which the family removed. The 
defendant then let the house to weekly tenants, retaining, however, 
the use of two rooms and the kitchen She had the key of the front 
door, and had at all times free access to the house, and since April, 
1904, she had lived partly at the house and partly at her husband's 
house. The question arose whether the defendant had broken the 
condition as to resid at the house, and, if she had done so, whether 
the condition was valid. For the defendant it was urged that she had 
not broken the condition, as it did not compel her to occupy the whole 
of the premises, nor to reside there and nowhere else: Re Moir, Warner v. 
Moir (32 W. R. 37, 25 Ch. D. 605). If the defendant had broken the 
condition, then it was urged as an alternative that the condition was void : 
Wilkinson v. Wilkinson (15 Soxicrrors’ Journat 540, 764, 12 Eq. Cas. 604). 
The condition is limited with the condition against and as the 
latter condition fails, the former should fall with it. Morley v. Rennoldson 
(39 Soxicrrons’ Journat 283; 1895, 1 Ch. 449) and Walcot v. Botfield (2 
W. R. 393, Kay 534) also cited. For the residuary legatee it was con- 
tended that the testator did not impose the condition as to residence with 
a view to the upkeep of the house, as in the case of a mansion-house, but 
with a view to providing the defendant with a home until such time as 
she had another home provided for her. Since April, 1904, she had had 
another home, and she had, in fact, broken the condition. With respect 
to the failure of the condition against it was contended that 
it could not be said that because one condition in a will failed ther-fore 
the other conditions failed: Dunne v, Dunne (7 De G M. & G. 207) and 
Wynne v. Fletcher (24 Beav. 430, 7 W. R. - 111) cited. : 

Kexewicn, J., in giving j said be could not thiak that 
what the defendant did amounted to “residing.” She did not use the 
house as her residence or her home. The testator must be taken to have 
intended that she should make it her home. If, therefore, it had been 
necessary to decide whether there had been a forfeiture, the court would 
have been bound to hold that there had been. But in order to construe 
the condition ° to residence it bape dae = ep or te he em 
condition, which was an express ion . 
matter that the latter condition was bad. The words “‘ during her life- 
time ’’ must have been intended to mean so long as she was capable of 
residing at the house accord to the terms of the will. The true con- 
struction of the will was ed — _ to be 
subject to her residing t! so long as she 
ae 2 must be restricted in that way. The result was that, the defendant 
having married, the condition as to residence was no longer © tive, and 
that the defendant was entitled to the house freed and discha from 
the said condition.—Counsat, P O. Lawrence, K.C., and Manning; B. A. 
Hall; Pattison. Soxrcrrons, Claremont § Haynes ; Newton, Lew, § Levett. 

[Reported by P. Jomx Botaxp, Barrister-at- Law. | 


Re DE NICOLS. DE NICOLS e. CURLIER. Kekewich, J. 2nd Nov. 


Practice —Costs -SHorTHanp Norss—TranscrretT—TaxaTion—Taxine- 
MasTER’sS DiscRETi0N. 


This was a motion by certain defendants in the action of De Nivels v. 
Curler, asking that they should be allowed certain costs in relation thereto. 
The said action related to the estate of D. N. de Nicols, and the 
applicants were interested as beneficiaries therein. By an order 
4th of April, 1905, it was referred to the taxing-master to tax, as 
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Jovrnat 119, 10 Q. B. D. 207, and White v. Bolckow, Vaughan, § Co. 
(Limited), 35 Soxicrrors’ Journat 2, 25 L. J. N. ©. 125), and would 
as a general rule be disallowed even on a solicitor and client taxation 
against a fund or estate, which we gather is the form of taxation in 
De Nicols v. Curlier ; but the taxing-masters consider that on such a taxation 
they have a discretion on the subject in exceptional cases (see Re Nation, 
Nation v. Hamilton (32 So.icrrons’ JouRNAL By, 57 L. T. 648). The dis- 
cretion to allow the costs of shorthand notes is exercised very sparingly. 
It is difficult to define special circumstances which would influence a 
taxing-master to allow such costs, but the amount of the estate, the 
interest of the party who incurs the costs, and the nature of the proceed- 
ings are taken into consideration. If there is a substantial estate, and 
complicated questions were dealt with by the judge, rendering it prudent 
to have a precise record of the judge’s decision or directions, then probably 
the masters would allow the costs of a shorthand note. If the judge has 
made an order dealing with shorthand notes in the case, or a part of them, 
the taxing-master would not go beyond the order.”’ 

Kerxewicu, J., in giving judgment, read the above letter, and said that 
it was a valuable certificate, and seemed to be perfectly sound. In the 
present case the costs of the applicants should include the costs of taking 
a shorthand note and the transcript, and the costs of the trustees of the 
wil] and of the plaintiffs in the action should include the costs of a copy 
of the transcript of the shorthand note. The costs of any other notes and 


transcripts to be dealt with by the taxing-master in his discretion on the | 


lines of the above letter. The same order to be made as to the costs of 
the present application as on the 4th of April, 1905.—Counsex, P. 0. 
Lawrence, K.C., and Whinney; F. Thompson; Elgood. Soxicrrors, Frere, 
Cholmeley, § Co. ; Hicks, Arnold, § Mozley; Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. 

[Reported by P. Jons Botanp, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re STANDARD ROTARY MACHINE CO. (LIM.) Kekewich, J., 2nd and 
5th Nov. 
CompaNny—DesBenturnes—FLoatinc Cnuarce—Derosit or SHARES WITH 
Bank—PRriority,. 


This was a motion by the trustees of the London, City, and Midland 
Bank, asking that the register of members of the company might be 
rectified by removing the name of John Cave & Sons (Limited) therefrom 
as holders of 5,000 shares of £1 each, and inserting the names of the 
applicants, and that the company should be ordered to register the 
—— as the owners of such shares. In 1903 John Cave & Sons 
(Limited) issued debentures which were a floating charge on the property 
of the Cave company, but so that the Cave company might from time to 


time mortgage or charge the same premises in favour of its bankers for | 


the time being for securing all moneys then or at any time owing by the 
Cave company to them, but not exceeding at any one time the sum of £20,000, 


but so that the Cave company should not be at liberty to create any mort- | 
e or charge ranking in priority to or pari passu with the said debentures. | 


e said debentures were registered under the Companies Act, 1900. 
The Cave company had 12,095 shares of £1 each in the company standing 
in its name. By a memorandum of deposit, dated the 10th of April, 1905, 
the Cave company deposited with the said bank 5,000 of the said shares as 
a security for the payment to the bank of any sum or sums of money for 


the time being owing to the bank by the Cave company. The shares were | 


transferred to the applicants, and notice of the transfer was duly given to 
the company. On the 14th of July, 1906, a receiver and manager of the 
Cave company was appointed by an order in a debenture-holder’s action 
The applicants, having received notice of such appointment, sent the 
transfer of the shares to the company for registration, but the company 
refused to register it, on the ground that they had received notice from the 


receiver of the Cave company not to deal with the shares, The applicants | 


therefore brought this motion. For the applicants it was urged that at 


the times the shares were deposited with them they did not know of the | 


existence of the debentures, and that even if they had known of the 
debentures they were not bound to inquire whether there was any clause 
in them restricting the Cave company from dealing with the assets as 

ainst the debenture-holders: Re Valletort Sanitary Steam Laundry Co. 
(Limited) (47 Souicrrons’ Jovrnat 647; 1903, 2 Ch. 654). For the receiver 
it was contended that the Cave company had no peo to mortgage or 
pledge its assets in priority to the debentures, and that, the debentures 

ing registered, and the clause prohibiting such a charge being an 
extremely common one, the bank ought to have known of the existence of 
these debentures and of the prohibiting clause therein contained, and that 
therefore the applicants could not make good their claim as against the 
prior charge of the debenture-holders, to have the register rectified. 

Kerxewicn, J., in giving judgment, said that the question was whether 
the charge to the bank was good as against the receiver, who 
represented the debenture-holders. It was said that the debentures had 
to be registered, and that therefore the bank had notice of everything 
contained in them, and were bound to inquire whether there was avy 
clause restricting the Cave company from dealing with the assets as 
against the debenture-holders. Were they bound todoso? ‘The question 
has been decided in Re Valletort Sanitary Steam Laundry Co. (Limited), a 
case that is recognized as sound law. The bank, therefore, were entitled 
to be istered as the owners of the shares.—CounszL, P. 0. Lawrence, 
K.C., and Holden ; Heuitt and Paterson; Beddall, Sorscrrons, Devonshire, 
Monekland, § Co.; Iliffe, Henley, ¢ Sweet, for Burnham, Son, § Lewwm, 
Wellingborough ; Pakeman § Reed. 

[Reported by P. Joux Botaxv, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ANGLO-ITALIAN BANK (LIMITED AND REDUCED). 
Warrington, J. lésth Nov. 


Comrany—Puactice—Repvvuction or Carrrat—Pavixe Orr Carita, 19 
Excess or Company's WantsProcepvrne—Companize Acr, 1867 


(30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), ss. 9, 15—Companres Act, 1877 (40 & 41 

Vict. c. 26), 8s. 3, 4. 

Petition. This was a petition by the company for the sanction of the 
court to a reduction of the capital of the company by returning to the 
shareholders cash not required for the purposes of the company to the 
amount of £4 per share and by reducing the nominal amount of the shares 
from £5 to £1. The company was incorporated in 1866 with a capital of 
£400,000 divided into 20,000 shares of £20 each, of which £15 was paid up, 
By special resolutions duly passed and confirmed the capital of the 
company had been from time to time reduced until at the date of the 
resolution hereinafter mentioned it stood at £50,000 divided into 10,000 
shares of £5 each. On the 6th of June, 1906, the company , and on 
the 22nd of June confirmed, a special resolution in the following terms: 
‘That the capital of the company be reduced from £50,000 divided into 
10,000 shares of £5 each credited as fully paid up to £10,000 divided into 
10,000 shares of £1 each, and that such reduction be effected by returning 
to the shareholders cash to the extent of £4 per share upon each of the 
said 10,000 shares and by reducing the nominal amount of each of the said 
shares from £5 to £1.’ At the date of this resolution the capital of the 
| company was wwe nd in excess of the wants of the company. The 

petitioners referred to Re Calgary and Edmonton Land Co. (50 Soxicrrors’ 
JourNAL 126; 1906, 1 Ch. 141), in which Buckley, J., had held that the 
court could not approve a minute which stated that capital had been 
| returned until this had actually been done ; and to Re Lees Brook Spinning 
| Co. (54 W. R. 563; 1906, 2 Ch. 394), in which Swinfen Eady, J., laid down 
| that the order of the court and the registration of the minute were to 
| precede any repayment of capital. 

| Warrinoton, J., confirmed the reduction, and, following the decision 
| of Swinfen Eady, J., approved of a form of minute in the followi 
terms :—‘‘ The capital of the Anglo-Italian Bank (Limited) (incorpora’ 
A.D. 1866) is £10,000 divided into 10,000 shares of £1 each, instead of 
£50,000 divided into 10,000 shares of £5 each. At the date of the regis- 
tration of this minute each share is to be deemed to be fully paid up.” — 
CounseL, P. B. Abraham. Soxscrrors, Clements, Williams, § Co. 


[Reported by Eowanp J. M. Caapuin, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re MARY KING. MELLOR v. SOUTH AUSTRALIAN LAND MORTGAGE 
AND AGENCY CO. (LIM.), Neville, J. 6th Nov. 


ApMINISTRATION — ConTINGENT LaaniLities — DistrtsuTion — Practice — 
R. 8. C. LY. 3 (g) (G), 5a (4)—Parties, 

Originating summons. This was a summons taken out by the executors 
of the will of Mary King asking for a declaration that they were entitled 
to distribute her residuary estate among the persons beneficially interested, 
notwithstanding the liability of the estate in respect of certain shares, on 
the persons beneficially interested undertaking to refund such part (if 
any) of the estate paid to them as the court might direct, to answer any 
claim which might subsequently be established in respect of the said 
shares. The testatrix, who died in 1904, left all her residuary estate to 
her sisters and their children. Part of her estate consisted of 524 shares 
of £10 each in the defendant company. Only £4 had been paid on each 
| share. No call had so far been made. All the residuary legatees as well 
as the company were made defendants. At the hearing a question was 
| raised on a point of practice. It was urged on behalf of the company 
| that the company ought not to have been made a party to the summons, 

In support of this the case of King v. Malcott (9 Ha. 692) was cited. 
| Neviiwz, J., in upholding the objection, said that no case could be cited 
| shewing that a person with only a possible future claim against a deceased 
| person's estate was a proper party to any litigation connected with the 
administration of such estate. The case of King v. Malcott shewed that a 
| person with such a claim had no rights which he could enforce in an 
administration action. The rights must be correlative, therefore, in his 
| opinion, the company inthis case could not be made a party adversely. 

The presence of the company was defended by reason of ord. 55, r. 5a (O, 
which orders # summons of the present kind to be served upon ‘‘ the 
| persons, or one of the persons, whose rights or interests are sought to be 
| affected.”’? However, the jurisdiction of the court was not enlarged by the 
| rules, and as the company could not have been made a party before the 
rules, it could not be now. The plaintiffs mustpay the costs. On the main 
question of the summons, he held that it appeared to be the practice to 
allow distribution of the estate where contingent liabilities existed. The 
practice, however, was not very satisfactory. The fact that an indemnity 
was required from the beneficiaries to the executors seemed inconsistent 
with the complete protection of the Jatter by the order. As, however, in this 
case the beneficiaries had offered an indemnity he would not interfere. 
The summons must be amended by asking for administration, otherwise 
the court would have no cognizance that the debts were paid. There 
would be an order for an inquiry as to debts, the rest of the summons 
standing over.—CounseL, Jenkins, K.C., and Mansfield ; Clauson ; Austen- 
Cartmell; Waggett. Soxicrtons, Sim § Syms; Freshfields; H. H. Price; 
Biddle § Co. 








[Reported by R, E. V. Bax, Barrister-at-Law. 
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DOUGLAS v, SMITH. Div. Couft, 7th Nov. 


ReGisrnation or Exvxecroxs—Hovusenoty Quauiyication--Pant or Hovsr— 
**In~napitant Occupren on Lopozr’’— Resipent Lanploxn—Represen- 
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a anp Municrpat Recisrration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. 
c. 26), s. 5. 


Case stated by the revising barrister for the borough of Hackney. The | 
appellant, Henry Douglas, contended that his name ought to be retained 
of the list of persons entitled to be registered as Parliamentary electors 
for the borough of Hackney notwithstanding a notice of objection which 
alleged that he had not occupied the qualifying premises as owner or 
tenant for twelve months immediately preceding the 15th of July in this 
year, but had occupied them merely asa lodger. The appellant’s name 
had been placed on the list by the town clerk on information obtained 
by him in answer to inquiries which he had made in consequence of what 
he thought to be the effect of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kent 
v. Fittali (1906, 1 K. B. 60)—namely, as a tenant occupier of a dwelling- 
house being part of a house, such part being separately occupied (by that 
person) as a dwelling-house within the meaning of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1867, and the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration 
Act, 1878. The revising barrister found as facts: (1) t the house, 
part of which was alleged to be separately occupied as a dwelling-house, 
was itself a house of the description known as an ordinary dwelling- 
house; (2) that the immediate landlord to whom the appellant paid his 
rent resided in the house; (3) that such landlord was rated for the entire 
house as a separate tenement. To rebut the objection a paper in question 
and answer form was produced, signed by the appellant and by the resident 
landlord, which it was contended was sufficient to rebut the prima facie 
proof afforded by the facts above mentioned. The answers to the ques- 
tions were that the appellant had lived in the house since November, 1899 ; 
that he occupied five unfurnished rooms ; that the landlord had no right 
to enter his rooms ; that he could lock up the rooms ; that he had a key to 
the street door and could go in and out as he liked; and that the landlord 
had no control whatever over the rooms. The barrister held that this 
document did not rebut the primd facie proof afforded by the facts he had 
found, and he accordingly held that the appellant occupied merely as a 
lodger, and expunged his name from the list. A claim bad also been made 
by the appellant for a lodger’s vote, and this, in the opinion of the revising 
barrister, strengthened to some extent the primd facie proof afforded by 
the finding of fact. 

Lord Atverstons, C.J., said that although the Court of Appeal had 
allowed the appeal from their decision in Kent v. Fittall, it was not on the 
point of law, but only upon a question of construction upon the facts 
which the revising barrister appeared to have found. ‘I'he Court of 
Appeal said the barrister must find the facts in each case, and had not 
power to make statements upon which the court could draw inferences 
of fact. Nothing that he said was intended to lay down the 

rinciple that where there was not a finding of fact that the 
andlord had control, it was sufficient to shew that the landlord 
resided in the house to support an objection. A revising barrister 
was not bound by the ordinary rules as to taking evidence. He was 
not bound to accept the evidence contained in these answers as sufficient 
without other evidence (and here no other evidence had been tendered) 
to rebut the primd facie proof of the objection. In the case of Kent v. 
Fittall the barrister had found that the occupier had an independent 
occupation of the room and that the landlord did not reserve to himself any 
right of control, or dominion, or mastership over the room. The revising 
barrister decided that for the purposes of the franchise the tenant in 
that case was an inhabitant occupier. He therefore disallowed the 
objection. The Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of this court, 
held that the revising barrister had not come to a wrong conclusion in 
point of law and that his decision must therefore stand. The revising 
barrister had a discretion and it was open to him to accept or reject a 
particular statement. If the barrister had taken the statements in this 
document as evidence, though he expressed no final opinion, the onus 
might have been shifted upon the respondent to shew that the finding 
was inconsistent with the decision of the Court of Appeal in Kent v. Fittall, 
For these reasons he thought the appeal should be dismissed. 

Ripiey and Daruine, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect.—CounszL, 
Danckwerts, K.0., and J, A. Johnston ; Lewis Coward, K.C., and W. H. Clay. 
Soxtcrrors, Radford § Frankland; W. H. Bishop. 


[Reported by Ensxine Rui, Barrister-at-Law. | 
LARCOMBE v. SIMEY. Div. Court. 7th Nov. 


Recistration or Exvecrors—Service Francuiss —CoacouMan—INaABITANT 
Occurien—Pertop or Resrpence—Apsent Turoven His Masrsr’s 
Orpurs ror More rHan Foun Montus—D1sqvauirication— REPRESENT- 
ATION OF THE Prope Act, 1867 (30 & 81 Vicr. c. 102), 8s, 3— 
Exszcrorat Disaniities Removan Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 11). 


Case stated by the revising barrister for the Wellington Division of 
Somerset, An objection was made to the name of George Goodchild 
being retained on Division 2 of the list of electors for the parish of Luc- 
combe on the ground that he had not occupied the qualifying property for 
twelve months preceding the 15th of July, 1906. Gooachild was coach- 
man to Mr. Chadwyck-Healey, K.C., who was the owner of a house and 
peoute in that parish, and occupied during the time that Mr. Chadwyck- 

ealey was at Luccombe a house on the grounds called the stable cottage. 
He could send his wife and family down to stable cottage when he liked, 
and could leave them there during any time of the year he wished, while he 
Was away with his master. During the year in question Goodchild resided at 
the cottage from the commencement of July, 1905, to the 20th of October, 


| 
' 


| months of the qualif 





1905, and again he stayed there from December until the lst of February, 
1906. The revising barrieter was of opinion that the Electoral Disabilities 
Removal Act, 1891, being passed to remove certain disabilities, did not 
apply to such a case as this, as otherwise e 


servant who occupied a 
dwelling-house by virtue of his service and there more than four 





period in one house and more than four months 
in another, and had to houses whenever his master ordered him to 


do so, would be disq from as a ees 
elector in either place in which he - He therefore held that George 
red in the list of voters for Luecombe. 


Goodchild was entitled to be 
The objector — for the appellant submitted that a 
could not establish his claim for a service franchise vote through 
from home if he would also fail on that to establish his claim as 
an inhabitant occupier. A break of residence did not peway any 
disqualification, yet there was a disqualification where the absence 
his master’s orders was for more than four months. Ford v. Barnes and 
Ford v. Elmsley (16 Q. B. D. 254) were cited and relied on. The statute of 
1891 poe § gave a remedy subject to the proviso that the com 
absence should not exceed four months at any one time, and that 
not apply if the man could not return to his home without breaking a 
legal obligation. No one ap for the respondent. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., the appeal must be allowed. A claimant for 
the service franchise must fulfil the same conditions with regard to residence 
as were required from an inhabitant occupier for the purpose of qualification 


for voting before he could obtain his vote. It had been that a man 
who was compelled to live away from the q' house longer than 
four months lost his vote, and that was so even if wife and family were 


living at pec cay — his —— = ag 50 & 51 by as c. 9 was 
assed to enable a police officer to be registe respect 0: occupa. 
tion of a dwelling-house, notwithstanding the fact that he had been a' 
on duty for a period not exceeding four months. That included 
persons who inhabited a dw: -house by virtue of their office or service. 
By the Act of 54 & 55 Vict. c. 11 that was extended to any office, 
service, or employment. Unless, therefore, it could be shewn that the 
claimant in this case acquired no qualification at all, he came within the 
rovisions of the latter statute, and having been absent from his dwelling- 
ouse compulsorily for a period which exceeded the four months allowed 
by the Act, he lost his vote. 

Ruwtey, J., . The court was bound to follow the previous deci- 
sions, and it followed from them that if the claimant for a service vote was 
absent from home, which absence could not be broken without committing 
a breach of a legal obligation, that absence disqualified the claimant, 

Danunc, J., concurred.—CovunseL, Raymond Asquith. Soxscrrors, 
Russell, Cooke, § Co. 


[Reported by Eusaxixs Rew, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BASTABLE », LITTLE. Div. Court, 6th Nov. 


Carina, Law—Oxnsrrvction or Potrce—Mororn-canr—Ponices “ Trar ” gv 
Oxrarn Evivency or Spzep—Pxzrson Wanninc Moronists or ‘* Taar "~~ 
Prevention or Cries Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 112), s. 12—Pre- 
VENTION Or Carimes AmENDMeENT Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 75), 5. 2. 


This was a case stated by aero Delions for the borough of Croydon. On 
the 23rd of March, 1906, an information was laid by Charles Bastable 
(hereinafter called the appellant) against William Farmer Little (herein- 
oto sen he sepeneens, Ss that he did on the 4th of March, 1906, in 
London-road, Croydon, y obstruct B oem constables Henry- Harris 
and Percival Suter in the execution of duties wore constables, 
contrary to the statutes 34 & 35 Vict. c. 112, s. 12, and 48 & 49 Vict. c. 75, 
s. 2. Upon the hearing of the information the Aivwns Sees 
proved: On the 4th of , 1906, the two police cons 
Suter were e under and pursuant to the orders of the Commissioner 
of Police on special duty in the London-road, which road is much 
by all kinds of traffic, vehicular and pedestrian, between 


i 
Liki 


1l am. and > ig paige = s 

cars driven along t » for e purpose securing 
such cars should not be driven at ‘ of 
or otherwise in contravention of the Motor-car Acts, 1896 and 
Before the acts of the respondent hereinafter mentioned the metro 
police authorities had caused three several distances of one 

(with intervals between them respectively) to be measured 
said road, so that by timing cars as y passed over the 
distances the rates of speed at which such motor-cars were being 
could be accurately ascertained. At the time of the acts of the 
dent complained of in the information the said police constables 
waiting to observe the speed of any motor-car that might pass over 
aforesaid measured distances. The constables were at the time in 
employed in the above manner under the directions of the 
of Police and in performance of their duty as metropolitan 
constables. The respondent, while the were 80 
by means of signals made with his hand and with a sheet of 
and in one instance by out the words ‘‘ Police trap,”’ 
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ef 


ith i i 
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the drivers of motor-cars w he saw » Bay measured 
distance that the police were on the watch id. By such means 
the said drivers may have been enabled to avoid travelling at an illegal 


8 over the measured distance ae Soe Oe ae Se 
pag drivers being warned. The when 


the — g above-mentioned, was coun that the police patel 
were en : 
by him of a dozen occasions di of 
y upwards of a uring a period 
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were repea 
forty minutes while the 


duty. The respondent was not acting in concert with drivers of 
motor-cars nor was he in any way connected we oe ee co Se 
persons interested in the driving of motor-cars. justices were of 
oO that the acts of the respondent did not in law constitute an 
° tion of the police constables in the <a 
prod wreee. Sede Fee eho there was no o of 
any 0 wilful or other, within the meaning of these statutes; they 
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accordingly dismissed the information. The Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871, 
8. 12, provides: ‘* Where any person is convicted of an assault on any 
constable when in the execution of his duty ’’ he shali be guilty of an offence. 
The Prevention of Crimes Amendment Act, 1885, s. 2, provides: ‘‘ The 
provisions uf the 12th section of the said recited Act (1871) shell apply to 
all cases of resisting or wilfully obstructing any constable or peace officer 
when in the execution of his duty.’’ Counsel for the appellant argued 
that the magistrates ought to have convicted. The police constables were 
discharging their duty; the warnings were not given to prevent the 
offence being committed, but to prevent evidence being obtained in sup- 
port of an offence that had already been committed. It was true that the 
magistrates had not found as a fact that any actual offence had been com- 
mitted, but they found that in every single case the motor-cars were 
slowed down. In Reg. v. Stephenson (15 Cox. C. C. 679) the offence was 
the burning of a body whereby the coroner was unable to perform his 
duty of holding an inquest upon it. It was analogous to the present 
case. Itcould not be contended that the amended section referred only to 
physical obstruction, because that would have been covered by the term 
**assault,’’ and the amendment would have been unnecessary. Counsel 
for the respondent contended that the section referred to something ip 
the nature of a physical obstruction. The magistrates had not found that 
any crime under the Motor-car Acts had been committed, and it was 
absurd to say that a person might not warn another not to commit an 
offence for fear the police should be robbed of their lawful prey. It 
might with equal force be argued that clergymen and schoolmasters would 
commit an offence if they warned their flock or children, as the case 
might be, to be good and not commit crimes. 

Tre Covrt (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Riptey and Darurne, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., in the course of his judgment, said the case was 
one of great difficulty, and although he was not satisfied that no offence 
had been committed, he was satisfied that no offence had been committed 
under that section. He did not think the section applied where the acts 
done were only to third persons who might or might not be criminals, and 
not with reference to the police, although he wished to guard himself 
from saying that obstruction meant necessarily physical obstruction. If 
@ man warned night poachers that the police were coming it eould not be 
said that an offence under the section had been committed. Moreover, 
in the present case the magistrate had not found that any motor-car was 
running so as to exceed the speed limit, nor was the respondent acting in 
conspiracy with the motorists. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Ripiey and Dax.ine, JJ, gave judgments to the same effect.—CounsEL, 


Danckwerts, K.C., and Bodkin; Avory, K.C., and Hemmerde. Soticrrors, 
Wontner & Sons ; Campbell, Hooper, & Todd. 
[Reported by Maurice N. Davcquer, Barrister-at-Law. } 
REX v. JUSTICES OF LEEDS. zx parte BINNS. Div. Court. 
8th Nov. 

LicensisnG Laws—Renewat or Licence —CompensaTion AUTHORITY— 
County Boxovcu—Wuo xe Bopy or Justicrs—Masonity of THE WHOLE 
Bopy or tHe Justices—Licensineg Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, c. 23), ss. 1, 
5, 8. 


This was a rule nisi caliing on the whole body of justices for the > 
borough of Leeds constituting the compensation authority for the boroug 

within the meaning of the Licensing Rules, 1904, to shew cause why a 
writ of certiorari should not issue to bring up and quash an order made by 
them ata meeting purporting to be the principal meeting of the compensa- 
tion authority for the borough on the reference of the renewal of the beer 
and wine on-licence of the Britannia Inn, Castle-street, Leeds, in regard to 
which said reference the justices refused the renewal, subject to compensa- 
tion. There was also a rule nisi for a prohibition to prohibit them 
from proceeding to act on or consider the report of the 
licensing committee of the borough referring to the compensation 
authority of the borough the matter of the renewal of the licence and 
from proceeding to assess the compensation. The grounds upon which the 
rules were obtained, were that neither the whole body nor the majority of 
the justices were present or acting, and that the assembly of the justices was 
improperly constituted and acted without jurisdiction. The justices did 
bot shew cause by counsel, but the following facts appeared from 
affidavits: The Licensing committee for the county borough of Leeds, 
who are also the renewal authority under rule 2 of the rules to the 
Licensing Act, 1904, in March last reported a number of licensed houses 
under the terms of the Act to the compensation authority which under 
the Act and the rules thereto is the whole body of justices for the borough. 
There are on the commission of the peace for the city of Leeds sixty-seven 
justices, of whom not fewer than fifty-eight were said to be disqualified 
from sitting at the meetings of the compensation authority. At the 
principal meeting of the compensation authority in June last there were 
only eighteen, and at the adjourned meeting only twelve justices present 
(some of these having sat as members of the renewal authority when the 
renewal of these licences was applied for), and it was objected on behalf 
of the licensees of several houses that the court was not legally constituted, 
as the justices present were not the whole body of justices for the 


borough as required by the Licensing Act, 1984, and it was contended | 
that, as there had been no delegation of the powers of the whole body of | 


ustices under section 5 (2) of that Act to a committee, andno rule had 

made for the number, quorum, or procedure of such committee in 
accordance with the Act, the parties were entitled to the tribunal of the 
whole body of justices. The Lord Mayor had done his best to secure a 





compensation. Section 8 (2) of the Licensing Act, 1904, provides: ‘ This 
Act shall apply to a county borough as if it were a county, with the sub- 
stitution for quarter sessions of the whole body of justices acting to and 
forithe borough.’’ Section 5 (2) provides: ‘* Quarter sessions may delegate 
any of their powers and duties under this Act to a committee appointed in 
accordance with rules made by them under this section.’’ Section 5 (3): 
‘Quarter session may make rules to be approved by a Secretary of 
State for the mode of appointment of committees under this 
section, and for the number of the quorum, and the procedure of 
those committees.’ Licensing Rules 2 provides: ‘‘ The compensation 
authority means . . . as respects a county borough, the whole body 
of justices acting in and for the borough, and - includes, with 
regard to any matter delegated to a committee under sub-section 2 of 
section 5 of the Act, the committee to which the matter is delegated.” 
Counsel in support of the rule said that the whole body of justices must 
act, or at least a majority of them. They might have delegated their 
powers to a committee, for section 5 (2) gave quarter sessions the power, 
and section 8 (2) substituted the whole body of justices for quarter 
sessions ; this interpretation being borne out by rule 2 of the Licensing 
Rules, 1904, made under the Act. Section 5 (3) gave powers to the 
Secretary of State to make rules for the purpose. Where a statute 
appoints a number of persons to act they must all act: Biacket v. Blizard 
(9 B. & C. 851) and King v. Whitaker (9 B. & C. 649). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Riotey and Daruine, JJ.) 
made the rules absolute. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in the course of his judgment said that it was 
greatly to be regretted that in such an important case the justices did not 
shew cause by counsel. It certainly appeared that the justices might 
have delegated their authority to a committee under section 5 (2) of the 
Licensing Act, 1904. He was of opinion that at the very least a majority 
of the total number of justices of the county borough should have been 
present, and it might be that it was necessary for the whole body to be 
present in order that the court might wit pe val constituted. 

Riptey and Daruine, JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Danckwerts, K.O.; 
Bairstow and Latter. Soxicrrors, Godden, Son, § Holme, for Simpson, 
Thomas, § Co., Leeds. 

[Reported by Mavnice N. Daucguesr, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MARTIN v. BENJAMIN AND DUNK. 8th Nov. 


Lorrerny—Puace ‘‘Krepr rok THE Purpose or Exexcisinc a Lorrery 
Tuerern ’’—Gamine Act, 1802 (42 Geo. 3, c. 119), 8. 2. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate sitting at 
Clerkenwell police-court on an information laid on the 3rd of May, 1906, 
by the appellant against the respondents, whereby they were charged that 
on the 25th of April, 1906, they did keep a certain place—to wit, the 
temporary reading-room of the Furnishing Trades’ Exhibition, holden at 
the Agricultural Hall, Islington, for the purpose of exercising therein a 
certain lottery—to wit, a lottery entitled ‘‘ Draw in Aid of the Furniture 
Trades’ Provident and Benevolent Association,’’ contrary to section 2 of 
the stature 42 Geo. 3,c. 119. The following facts were proved on the 
hearing of the intormation : The appellant visited the Royal Agricultural 
Hall about 10 a.m. on the 25th of April, 1906. An exhibition called the 
Furnishing Trades’ Exhibition was then being held at the hall. The 
appellant purchased at a stall managed by the respondent Charles Dunk 
a ticket, a copy of which is set forth below, paying 1s. for the ticket. 
The ticket was torn for the appellant from a book of tickets and counter- 
foils. The appellant subsequently on the same day saw the respondents and 
cautioned them not to allow the drawing in respect of which the said 
ticket was given to take place. The respondents said. that they would 
jointly take the responsibility for the drawing taking place. The appel- 
laut again visited the Agricultural Hall at 9 p.m. the same evening, and 
in a temporarily erected building, called a ‘‘ reading and writing room,” 
some forty or fifty people were assembled, including the respondent 
Charles Dunk. The counterfoils of the tickets sold in connection with the 
drawing were placed together, mixed up, and the first six tickets drawn 
determined the six winners of the prizes specified on the ticket, of which 
a copy appears below. It was further proved before the magistrate that 
the exhibition was for the trade, and not for the general public, admission 
to it being by ticket ouly; that an order for twenty-five books containing 
twenty-five tickets each for the respondent was given by the respondent 
Harold Hyam Benjamin, who was the manager of the exhibition, and that 
the drawing was tor the Furniture Trades’ Provident aud Benevolent 
Association, in which the respondents were interested from benevolent 
motives; that all moneys received for the sale of such tickets were 
intended for and were handed over to the association, and that the 
articles named on the ticket set out below were given for the benefit of the 
association ; and that the respondents did not make, and never intended to 
make, apy profit out of the draw, and that in whatever they did they acted 
entirely out of charitable motives. It was contended upon the above facts 
before the magistrate, on two grounds, that no offence had been committed 
by the respondents against section 2 of the Gaming Act, 1802—first, that 
the draw was not.a lottery within the meaning of the Act; and, secondly, 
that the reading and writing-room was not ‘‘kept for the purpose of 
exercising therein a lottery’’ within the true meaving of such Act. The 
magistrate was of opinion that the draw amounted to a lottery, but he was 
doubtful whether the mere user of the reading-room for a few minutes on 


Div. Court, 


one occarion for the purposes of the draw was ‘‘ keeping an office or place. 


for the purpose of exercising therein a lottery’’ within the meaning of 
section 2 of the Gaming Act, 1802, and dismissed the summons e 


proper attendance of justices, but without success, and the justices , question for the opinion of the court was whether, in the circumstances 


present overruled the objectiou and proceeded with the cases, and ulti- , the 
mately the licences of all the houses s question were refused subject to| of the Gaming Act, 1802. The following is a copy of the ticket above 
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referred to: ‘‘ Furnishing Trades’ Exhibition, Royal Agricultural Hall, 
April 17th to 27th, 1906. Draw (459) in Aid of the Furniture Trades’ 
Provident and Benevolent Association. Ist prize, tantalus, presented by 
the Management; 2nd prize, sewing machine, presented by Mr. Oscar 
Love ; 3rd prize, easy chair, presented by Messrs. C. & M. Davis; 4th 
prize, silver tray, presented by Mr. Barnett H. Abrahams; 5th prize, coal 
cabinet, presented by Mr. Tom Ferris; 6th prize, patent carpet sweeper, 

resented by The National Sweeper Co. (Mr. W. R. Notcutt); 7th prize, pair 
feather pillows, presented by Mr. Uharles Fox. Draw will take place 9 p.m., 
Wednesday, 25th April, in the Reading and Writing Room, Ticket 1s.”’ 
Section 2 of the Gammg Act, 1802, provides: ‘‘ No person .. . 
shall keep . any place to exercise . . . any game or lottery 
called a little goe, or any other lottery whatsoever not authorized by 
Purliament.’’ Counsel for the appellant contended that the room was a 
place within the meaning of the section. If it were not so held, a person 
might carry on a lottery by shifting from one house to the other, and so 
evade the Act: Powell v. Kempton Park (1899, A. C., at p. 165). Counsel 
for the respondent said that there must be something in the nature of 
habitual user in order to constitute a place within the meaning of the 
section: Shutt v. Lewis (5 Esp. 128), Marks v. Benjamin (5 M. & W. 565), 
Queen v. Davves (1897, 2 Q. B. 199). 

THe Court (Ripcey and Dar.ine, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Rivtey, J., in the course of his judgment, said he was not prepared to 
say that under some other statute the respondents might have been con- 
victed, but he did not think that a person could be said to keep a place for 
the purpose of exposing a lottery if there was only one lottery. 

DaxineG, J., concurred.—Counse., Danckwerts, K.C., and Bodkin ; Avory, 
K.0., and J. B. Matthews, Soxicrrors, Wontner ¢ Sons; H. J. Benjamin. 


[Reported by Mavagicg N. Drevcauer, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GUARDIANS OF WANTAGE UNION v. GUARDIANS OF BRISTOL 
UNION. Div. Court. 8th Nov. 


Pook Law—Removat or PavpER—ApoptTion oF Pauper By GUARDIANS— 
Poor Law Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 56), s. 1—Poor Law Act, 1899 
(62 & 63 Vier. c. 37), s. 1. 

This was a case stated for the opinion of the court pursuant to the 
provisions of section 11 of 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45. On the 9th of May, 1906, 
the respondents (the Guardians of Bristol Union) obtained an order of two 
justices, acting in and for the city and county of Bristol, whereby it was 
adjudged that the place of the last legal settlement of one Gertrude 
Fisher, a pauper, was in Hampstead Norris, in the county of Berks, and 
Wantage Union. On the 9th of June, 1906, the appellants (the Guardians 
of Wantage Union) duly gave to the respondents notice of their intention 
to appeal aguinst the said order to quarter sessions, and such appeal 
having been duly entered afterwards, by consent of the parties and by 
order of Buckuill, J., the following special case was stated between 
the appellants and respondents, agreeing that judgment in conformity 
with the decision of this cours and for such costs as this court 
should adjudge and for the costs of and incidental to tne said 
appeal and entering the said judgment, might be entered at quarter 
sessions. The facts as stated were as follows: (1) Gertrude Fisher (here- 
inaiter called the pauper) is the illegitimate child of Mary Ann Fisher, and 
was born at the Stapleton Workhouse, Bristol, on the 24th of January, 1903. 
(2) The said Mary Ann Fisher, the mother of the pauper, is the wife of 
Henry (otherwise John) Fisher, to whom she was married at Templemore, 
county of Tipperary, on the 9th of June, 1899. (3) The said Henry 
(otherwise John) Fisher is the son of James Fisher and his wife Margaret, 
formerly Kanana, and was bora in the parish of Hampstead Norris, in the 
Wantage Union, on the 2nd of January, 1867, and resided in the said 
parish of Hampstead Norris with his parents until he joined the Army in 
Uctober, 1886, and he has not acquired any subsequent settlement. 
(4) The settlement of the said Mary Ann Fisner is the settlement of the 
said Henry (otherwise John) Fisher, and she has not gained a status of 
irremovabilicy in the respondents’ union. (5) Tne said Mary Ann 
Fisher was charged on the 14th and 20th of May, 1904, at the 
instance of the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children, 
and convicted for neglecting the pauper, and sentenced to two 
months’ imprisonment with hard labour, aud the pauper was admitted 
to the Eastville Workhouse, Bristol, on the 14th of May, 1904. (6) ‘The 
respondents, at a meeting held on the Ist of July, 1904, adopted a report 
recrived from their Schools and Boarding-out Committee recommending 
(inter alsa) the adoption of the pauper under the Poor Law Acts, 1889 aud 
1899, on the ground that the said Mary Ann Fisher, the mother, had for 
years lived an immoral life, (7) The said resolution of adoption of the 
pauper has not been rescinded. (8) On the 9th of May, 1906, an order of 
Justices was obtaiued ou behalf of the respondents adjudging the pauper 
to be settled in the appellants’ union. Rotioe of such order was duly 
given to the appellants, The appellants have given due notice of appeal 
against the said order to a court of quarter sessions for the city and county 
of B istol, aud such appeal has been duly entered. The appellants con- 
tend that the respondents ure bound by the resolution under the 
powers conferred upon them by the Poor Law Acts, 1889 and 1899, and 
ar: thereby precluded from removing the pauper into the appellants 
union, (10) The respondents contend that the exercise of power conferred 
upun them by the Poor Law Acts, 1889 and 189, in no way affecta the 
law regardiug the settlement and removability of the pauper. The 
questiou for the opinion of the court was whether upon the fucts stated 
the respondents were precluded from parting with the custody of the 
pauper by reason of the exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the Poor Law Acts, 1889 and 1899. By section 1 of the Poor Law Act, 
1899, it is provided (inter alsa) that, where a child is maintained by the 
guardians, the guardians may, where the parent of the child has been 





sentenced to imprisonment in respect of any offence against any of his or 
her children, ‘‘ resolve that until the child reaches the age of eighteen years 
all the rights and powers of such parent as aforesaid . . . in respect 
of the child shall . . . vest in the guardians . . .” Sucha 
resolution may be rescinded if it is for the benefit of the child that it 
should be rescinded. Counsel for the appellants contended that as the 
resolution had never been rescinded the respondents were precluded*from 
parting with the custody of the pauper. If it were otherwise, the 
mother might demand her child at the Wantage Union, and the 
appellants would have no power to refuse such demand. The resolution 
could only be rescinded if for the benefit of the child. There was no 
benefit conferred upon the child by removing it from one union to another, 
so that the respondents could not rescind their resolution on that ground. 
Counsel for the respondents argued that the order of the justices was 
obtained for the purpose of charging the maintenance of the pauper = 
the proper shoulders. But section 1 of the Poor Law Act, 1899, 
nothing to do with maintenance necessarily, for the parent might be com- 
pelled to maintain the child: Poor Law Act, 1889, s. 1 (5). It was 
admitted that but for the resolution the pauper was removable; but the 
section did not deal with removability. In any case the resolution might 
be rescinded, and then the order of the justices obtained. 

Tue Covert (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Rintey and Darune, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrong, O.J., in the course of his ——— said the sim 
question was whether the guardians were precluded by their resolu 
from parting with the custody of the pauper. The answer seemed to be 
that the section was not dealing with the question of removability at all. 
It had reference to the rights and powers of parents. In most cases the 
guardians would not know the actual settlement of the pauper at the time 
when it was necessary to pass a resolution adopting the pauper. The 
appeal must be dismissed. 

pLEy and Daruine, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Maemorran, K.C., and 
Holman Gregory; Rawlinson, K.C., and Davey. Soricrrors, Meredith, 
Roberts, § Milis, for Edward B. Ormond, Wantage ; Gribble, Oddie, Sinelair, 
$ Johnson, for Osborne, Ward, Vassali, § Co., Bristol. 
[Reported by Mavaice N. Deucquer, Barrister-at-Law | 


METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD v. PAINE. Div. Court. 9th Nov. 


Merroro.is —Water—“ Premises ’—Request By Owner or Lanp POR 
Suprpty or Water ror Buitpine Purposes — Waterworks CLAUSES 
Act, 1847, s. 43 East Loxpon Warerwonks Act, 1853, s. 79. 


Case stated by a metropolitan magistrate. An information was laid by 
the respondent Paine against the appellants for having neglected to supply 
him at his request at Moresby-road, Upper Clapton, for purposes 

than the purposes in respect of which water rates are by the East London 
Waterworks Act, 1853, provided or limited, a supply of water by meter, 
contrary to section 79 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847. The 
material facts were that the respondent was owner and occupier of 
a piece of land adjoining Moresby-road, which was a street iv which 
a water main had been laid by the East London Water Oo., the 
predecessors of the appellants. The land had been till recentl 
the site of a dwelliug-house standing in its own grounds, wi 
hou-e had been pulled down and the whole site marked out for sae | 

urposes. Some of the proposed houses—on the 10th of April, 1906— 
Seer erected, and these faced Moresby-road. The respondent wrote on 
that date requesting the appellants to supply water from the main for use 
in continuing his building operations with a stand pipe at a point some 
thirty feet south of the centre of Moresby-road, and offered to pay the 
maximum charge of two guineas for laying on the supply. The point 
taken by the appellants when summoned for failure to comply with this 
request was that the respondent was not entitled to receive a supply of 
water by measure, as the place at which he requested the supply was not 
‘* premises" within the meaning of section 79 of the Act of 1853. No 
building had been commenced on this part of the ground, and ouly a pit 
had been dug, from waich sand and gravel had been removed. 
magistrate decided against this contention, and fined the appellants forty 
shillings and ten guineas costs. 

Lord A.tverstone, C.J., said the magistrate’s decision could not be 
supported. If the Legislature had intended that the com} should be 
liable to supply water to any man who chose to put a pipe in his field, 
the Act would have said so. The fair meaning of section 79 was that a 
person who had got premises in which water couid be used either for 
domestic purposes or for purposes other than those which were covered by 
the rate, was entitled to have wat:r by meter supplied to those ——_ 
and to construe the word “‘ premi-es’ as meaning * land”’ would involve 
consequences so serious that be could -_ a seem meen meant 
to give compulsory powers in the case of the occu any apart 
from premises. ‘Therefore in this case the refusal to comply with the 
respondent’s request was not a statutory offence, and the conviction must 
be quashed. 

Ruptey and Darurno, JJ., concurred. Conviction quashed accordingly. 
—Counsat, Avery, K.C., and Cowrthope-Munre; Danckwerts, K.C., and 
Montgomery. Soxscrrors, Walter Moon ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co. 


(Reported by Easaire Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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THE BIRNAM WOOD. C.A. No. 1. 10th Nov. 
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Wrrnovut Norice— Maxine or Onper Ex Pante—Apmiratty Pracrice— 
Constructive Norice—Souicirors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127), s. 28. 


This was an appeal by solicitors from an order of Sir Gorell Barnes 
setting aside a charging order made under section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 
1860, and two consequential orders. The action was an action in rem and 
was brought by the captain of the barque Birnam Wood for wages and dis- 
bursements, The writ was issued on the 22nd of June, 1905, and the 
vessel was arrested. The amount of the claim was £625 lls. 3d, The 
appellants acted as solicitors to the owners of the vessel. The 
owners in their defence set up certain cross claims against 
the plaintiff, who was also a part owner. The district registrar of Liver- 
pool, to whom the matter was referred, gave a certificate awarding that the 
sum of £320 17s. was due to the plaintiff. On the 24th of November, 1905, 
judgment was entered accordingly, and, an arrangement having been made 
for the payment of the balance so adjudged to be due, the vessel was 
released on the 29th of November. Throughout the action the sole 

istered owner of the vessel under the Merchant Shipping Act was one 
John Wotherspoon; he was, however, trustee for himself and other 
persons, among whom was the plaintiff. On the 20th of December, 1905, 
these owners sold the vessel to a newly-formed limited company, and the 
company were thereupon registered as owners. The ow consisted 
practically of John Wotherspoon and his nominees, and by the terms of 
the agreement of sale John Wotherspoon was to be the manager of the 
company for life. On the 28th of December the company mortgaged the 
the vessel to Parr’s Bank (Limited), to secure a current account. On the 
7th of February, 1906, the appellants, not knowing anything of the sale 
of the vessel to the company or of the mortgage, sent in their bill 
of costs to Wotherspoon, who had acted as manager of the vessel throughout 
the action. In May they discovered the facts of the sale and the mortgage, 
and on the 20th of June they applied ez parte for a charging order on the 
vessel for their costs, under section 28 of the Solictors Act, 1860, on the 
ground that they had preserved property of the defendants in the action 
to the extent of £304 14s. 3d.—the difference between £625 11s. 3d., the 
sum claimed, and £320 17s., the sum recovered. Bargrave Deane, J., 
made a charging order, which was served on the company on the 23rd 
of June, and subsequently on the 30th of July, on a summons by 
the solicitors, he made an order for the appointment of a receiver 
of freight about to accrue due, and a provisional order for the sale 
of the vessel. On the 8th of A t the mortgagees, Parr’s Bank, 
took out a summons to discharge the several orders. ‘The company 
did not take out any such summons, but being served with notice 
of the mortgagees’ summons they appeared at the hearing on the 29th of 
October, when Sir Gorell Barnes set aside all the orders. The solicitors 
now appealed. The only respondents on the appeal were the company, 
the solicitors having given notice to the mortgagees that they did not con- 
tend that their charge had priority over the mortgage. It was argued in 
support of the appeal that the charging order had been rightly obtained 
ex parte, and, as the company did not forthwith take steps to get rid of it, 
the President, having regard to the time which had elapsed, ought not to 
have set it aside. On the construction of the section, the company were 
not in a position to say that they had purchased without notice. Notice 
meant uot notice of the charging order, but of the litigation which 
gave rise to the charging order: Fasthfuli vy. Ewen (7 Ch. D, 495), Cole v. 
Eley (1894, 2 Q. B. 350). The company must be taken to have had notice 
of the litigation. It was a one-man company, and the litigation was with- 
in the knowledge of the sole manager of the company. Re Hampshire 
Land Co. (1896, 2 Ch. 743) was cited. 

Tue Covrt (Corts, M.R., and Cozens-Harpy and Farwet, L.JJ.) 
a calling upon counsel for the respondent company, dismissed the 
appeal. 

UCozens-Haxpy, L.J., said he would assume that the defendants’ solicitors 
had to the extent asserted preserved the defendants’ property within the 
meaning of the section. The solicitors, with the knowledge that the 
defendants had sold the vessel toa company and that the company had 
executed a mortgage on it, applied ex parte for a charging order. in his 
opinion no such order ought to be made ex parte except under special 
circumstances. This court had so laid down in cases which came from 
the King’s Bench Division, and he thought the same principle should be 
applied in Admiralty cases. Further, it was almost conceded that this 

r could not be su unless the court were satisfied that the com- 
pany had notice of the existence of facts which might result in the makiug 
of a charging order, He could noi arrive at that conclusion. It would be 
—s the doctrine of constructive notice to a shocking extent to hold 
that a limited company who had purchased property were affected with 
notice that the property might have been preserved to the vendor in some 
litigation, that the vendor might be unable to pay the bill of costs when it 
was presented, and that six months later an appiication might be made for 
a charging order. He thought that the President had rightly set aside the 
charging order and the consequential orders 

Cotiixs, M.R., and Fanwei, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Leslie Scott ; 
Dawson Miller. Soricrrous, Charles Russell & Co., for Inghthound, Owen, & 
a Liverpool; W. W. Wynne § Sons, for Forshaw § Hawkins, Liver- 

= Reported by F. G. Rvcxen, Barrister-at-Law 


Bankruptcy Cases, 


ie TYLER. Ez parte THE TRUSTEE. Bigham, J. 12th Nov. 


Baxxxucurrey—Lxeveancn—COiam ror Premivms on Portcres Paw »y 
Baxxutrts Wire Avytrex Baxxrurtcy—Prorerry or Banxrvurt— 
Baxxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), . 44. 

Motion by the trustee in bankruptcy for a declaration that the balance 








of the proceeds of two insurance policies on the life of the bankrupt lef 
after payment of the a of the said policies formed part of thy 
property of the bankrupt divisible among his creditors. From a states 
ment of facts which had been agreed upon between the trustees and the 
widow of the bankrupt who was respondent to the motion, it appeared that 
at some date prior to 1893, the bankrupt had taken out two policies on his 
life which upon the 13th of April, 1893, he mortgaged to Child’s Bank to 
secure al oteees. Towards the end of 1895 the bankrupt was short of 
money and requested his wife to keep up the premiums on the policies ang 

y the interest due under the mortgage. On the 29th of January, 1896, 
5 committed an act of es a@ receiving order was made 
against him on the 16th of July, and he was adjudicated bankrupt on the 
27th of August of the same year. A trustee was appointed, who had sings 
been released, and at the date of the notice of motion the official receiver 
was ex officio trustee in the bankruptcy. The bankrupt’s wife kept up the 
payment both of the premiums and of the interest due under the mort. 
gage until the death of the bankrupt in March, 1906. Neither the trustee 
nor the official receiver was aware that the wife was paying the premiums 
or interest. After paying off the mortgagees there remained a ce of 
the proceeds of the policies amounting to £514 16s. 8d. The trustee 
claimed the whole of this sum as forming part of the property of the 
bankrupt divisible among his creditors, but his claim was opposed by the 
widow, who demanded the repayment of £481 18s. 2d. expended by her in 
keeping up the premiums and interest. Counsel for the trustee submitted 
that the bankruptcy had revoked the wife’s authority to pay the premiums 
and interest, and that she could only claim, if at all, as an ordinary creditor, 
The policies had vested in the trustee before she had made any paymen 
and she was simply in the position of a person paying another’s debt with- 
out being requested todoso. The trustee had no power to pay to the 
widow the sums claimed by her, and she had no lien on the proceeds of the 
policies for the money paid by her. He cited Ex parte Simmonds, Re 
Carnac (34 W. R. 421, 11 Q. B. D. 308) and Re Leslie, Leslie v. French 
(23 Ch. D. 552). Counsel for the widow was not called upon. 

BicHam, J.—The trustee is an officer of the court and must do what the 
court considers to be justice. To repay these sums to the widow may not 
be justice in law, but it is the right thing todo. It would bea great in- 
justice if the money were not refunded, and the trustee must pay back to 
the widow the money she has expended in keeping up the premiums and 
interest. Application dismissed.—CovunsEL, Hansell; Whinney. Soxicrrors, 
Tarry, Sherlock, § King ; Finch § Jennings. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 12.—Mr. J. W. Weigall in the chair.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt opened 
and Mr. Clement H. Gurney opposed the following resolution: ‘‘ That the 
attitude taken by the Zimes in their controversy with the publishers is 
against the true interests of the public.’’ After a prolonged discussion 
the motion was negatived by fourteen votes to eleven. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held on the 14th inst., at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
Mr. J. Roger B. Gregory in the chair, the other directors present being Sir 
George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. Walter Cheesman (Hastings), A. Daven- 
port, W. Dowson, C. Goddard, Samuel Harris (Leicester), L. W. N. 
Hickley, W. G. King, Q. G. May, H. A. Peake (Sleaford), W. A. Sharpe, 
R. 8, Taylor, Maurice A. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £910 was distributed in grants of relief, thirty-six 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Birmincuam Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 6.—Mr. G. A. OC. Pettitt in 
the chair.—The following moot point was discussed: ‘‘A syndicate is 
formed for the purpose of searching for and raising sunken vessels of the 
Spanish Armada. Such a vessel is found and raised, and Spanish money — 
and valuable cups of gold and silver and precious stones are found in the 
wreck. The vessel was found within territorial waters. Has the Crown or 
the lord of the manor any claim to any portion of this treasure’’’ The 
speakers were, on the affirmative: Messrs. E. H. Olutterbuck, A. R, 
O'Connor, F. W. Whitehouse, H. F. Bensly, T. D. Walthall, and H. 
Birket Barker ; and for the negative : Messrs. H. 8. Hall, B. R. Yorke, W.~ 
Wright, T R. Owens. F. H. Viney, B.A., G. M. Bark, B.A., LL.B., and” 
A. J. Gateley. On the question being put to the meeting the voting © 
resulted as follows: forthe affirmative, 8; for the negative, 15. After a 
vote of thanks to the chairman the meeting was concluded. : 








Sir Edward Carson has given notice of his intention, on the motion for i 
second reading in the House of Commons, to propose the rejection of the ~ 
Criminal Appeal Bill. The Bill has passed the House of Lords. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Guy Carton, solicitor, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the 
City and County of Bristol, a post his father (Mr. G. H. D. Chilton) ‘has 
resigned after more than thirty years’ service, 


Mr. Epmunp Francis Vesex Knox, K.C., and Mr. James Ricnarp 
Arxrn, K.0., have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of 
Gray’s-inn. 

The following gentlemen have received the honour of Knighthood: 
Mr. Wrtt1am Henry Hynpman Jones, LL.B., Chief Justice of the Straits 
Settlements; Mr. Manvet Ramon Menenpez, LL.B., Chief Justice of 
Northern Nigeria; and Mr. Cuartrs James Tarrtna, late Chief Justice of 
Grenada. 


Mr. H. E. Duxe, K.C., has been appointed one of the representatives of 
the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn on the In rated Oouncil of 
Law Reporting, in succession to his Honour Judge Mulligan, K.C. 

Mr. Ricnarp Evstacr Joy, solicitor, of Wakefield, has been —_ 
Clerk of the Peace for the County of Stafford, and Clerk of the Stafford- 
shire County Council. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Crantrer Dvcokworta and Morton i Parish, 
ct. 1. 

[ Gazette, Nov. 9. 
Henry WriuuMm Wrttiams and Percy Sutton Atpringz, solicitors 

(Williams & Aldridge), 3, Queen’s-elm-parade, Fulham-road, London, 

and at Northampton. Nov. 2. [ Gazette, Nov. 13. 


Hersey t 
solicitors (Duckworth & Parish), Harrogate and Leeds. 


Information Required. 


Mr. E. P. Grirrrras, who was clerk to the late E. T. Breed solicitor, of 
8, Old Jewry, is requested to communicate with Lendon & Carpenter, 
solicitors, 31, Budge-row, E,C. 


oe 


General. 


Sir Henry Fowler, M.P., speaking at the mayoral banquet at Wolver- 
hampton this week, said that sooner or later there would have to be a limit 
to municipal expenditure. 


In reply to a question by Mr. Alden, M.P., the Attorney-General says 
that he cannot see his way to appoint and pay one or more solicitors to 
attend at county courts and conduct cases for poor litigants. 


It is stated that the Appeal Committee of the House of Lords meets on 
Monday, when the question of the — to be heard in the West 
Riding appeal will. be considered. he date of hearing may then be 
fixed. 


We are asked to state, in connection with the report of certain legal 
roceedings which has appeared in the public Press, that neither Mr. Paul 
Raward Vanderpump (Messrs. Paul E. Vanderpump & Eve), of 13, 
Clifford’s-inn, Fleet-street (late of 5, Philpot-lane, E.C.), and of Winch- 
more-hill, nor Mr. Paul George Vanderpump, of Enfield Town, Middlesex, 
are in any way associated with the solicitor of the same surname mentioned 
in such report. 


The temporary disablement of Lord Loreburn draws attention once more, 
says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, to the weakness of the common law 
element in the House of Lords, Lord Halsbury was a tower of strength 
whilst he sat constantly in the final Court of Appeal, but his attendance is 
naturally less regular now. The interpretation of the rules of the common 
law therefore falls to Lords Robertson and Atkinson, whose knowledge of 
English law and procedure is necessarily not that of experts. 


An attorney who used to be prominent in Boston, while appearing on 
one ectadion Set a client in a Cambridge (U.S8.) police-court, fe ney says 
the Albany Law Journal, in some rather tart remarks as to the magistrate’s 
rulings. The magistrate warned him sternly that he would fin himself 
committed for contempt unless he was more careful, ‘‘I’ll bet your 
honour five dollars, and put up the money,” said the attorney, “‘ that if 
you try to commit me for contempt, you can’t make out the papers 
correctly in three weeks,” 


The sixteenth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 7th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice. There were pre- 
sent Mr. Muir Mackenzie (chairman), Mr. 8. T, Evans, K.C., M.P., Sir 
Edward W. Fithian, Mr G. M. Chamberlin, J.P., Mr. W. M. Richardson, 
Mr. J. Barker, M.P., Mr, John Smith, 0.B,, and Mr. J. Addison. The 
committee was engaged during the whole of the eS Se 
communications and suggestions which the committee have received an 
the proceedings to be adopted with reference to obtaining further 
evidence, 





Nov. 17, 1906. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 51] 53 


The appearance 
moved a Gold Ooast journal to remark that it is ‘very unsafe for the 


people for lawyers to at this Their in this river 
val men todieke Ga careful into Htigation, and they will 
feed on their folly, thereby ruining them.”’ 

who 


Mr. McConnell, K.C., Chairman of the County of London Sessions, 
is, says the Times, absent from his official duties in consequence of a 
severe attack of gout, is considerably better, and will shortl 

seat, after he has had the necessary and rest 

advisers, We are requested to deny the report that he has resigned his 


in the Glole”” Cllenta, tla ove ot do "pat barristers, 
the % mts, Co} grow len’ but 
it is evident, do not fellow tet exampls In Michealman "Term last pe 
the hema = res ane seventy- Of the ory students 

to blossom gown -one to Inner Temple, 
twenty-seven to the Middle my Pohny, Bh and nine to 
Gray’s-inn. The most notewort 
of Lincoln’s-inn, which twelve months ago admitted five 
the legal fold. Of the former pop of the 

remier place among the inns—there 
ace sal Lincoln’s-inn has no fewer than eighteen j 
members ; the Inner Temple has eleven; the Middle Tem 


has . 
while Gray’s-inn cannot at present count a single High Court judge among 
its benchers. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Bramsdon asked the Prime 
Minister whether, having regard to the difficulties and objections attending 
legislation by reference, he would, in order to facilitate the construction 
of Acts of Parliament and by way of convenience, consider the advisability 
of arranging that where a reference was made hereafter to individual 
sections of another — ac of such individual sections 
wherever ble, be p in the form of a footnote on the same 

the Act of Parliament in which the reference was . Sir H. Oampbl 
Bannerman said: I doubt whether the printing of sections of Acts of Par- 
liament for reference in the of footnotes would facilitate 
pore oe wey Be may and elucidate 

enterp wyers Ww) new statutes 

way which it would be impossible to excel ; and the handbooks which con- 
tain their handiwork are issued at a price which makes them accessible to 
all. I should like, however, to add that, if the House would look favourably 
upon the efforts which are made from time to time to consolidate existing 
statutes, it would do more than 

question. 


An agreement to sell a tract of land at a specified price if the offer should 
be accepted within the time mentioned is, says the American Law Renew, 
unenforceable, as con‘ to public Psy Diyoens baer 
tion of services rendered before and after 


suitable and appropriate site for a hall of records, alth 
services rendered may have a ee 7 a 


Ct. Rep. 567). Mr. Justice Holmes, delivering the on of the Supreme 
Court of the United States, said: ‘‘ The aes ae 
i 


s 


broadly in Providence Tool Co. ¥. Norris that an 
to procure a contract from the Government to 
not be enforced, irrespective of the 
a or used for 


legislation were void.”’ 


It is not uncommon in Ireland, 
writer in the last issue of the Law Magazine 
husband dies intestate his widow and children remain 
the hol without out an, 
division of the assets. has 
problems to solve, as to the — w the 


nm 

hts of c 
left it. Sue cen Reclly ey Sat GS Tees ees ee yet been 
settled by authority ; and in particular, there have been of 
as to the nature of the interests acquired by the next-of-kin—whether 
joint tenancies or tenancies in common. 
illustrates the curious complexi! 
A. dics intestate, posed of a tenancy in a holding: of his sx 
(none of them minors) three remain in possession of 
others leave it and remain out of possession for more than twelve years ; 
there is no administration. 
by the three home-keeping children ? 
d =~ hich th hem sny ay 
and those w 
childcen who have gems & - As to 
tonanaion in comneagn, Wot ti 
have some of the next-of-kin , at the same moment of 
one common 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or ReoaisTears 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Emercexcy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. Rota. No. 2. Kexewica. Buckuey. 
Monday, Nov...........19 Mr. R. Leach Mr. King Mr. Farmer 
Wedne 1 Pem King F Gostesien 
21 Pemberton King "armer i n 
22 Carrington Church frey Pemberton 
23 Godfrey King Farmer i 
24 Farmer Church Godfrey Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Joycr. Swixrew Eapy. Warrineton. NEVILLE. 
19 Mr. Beal Mr.Greswell Mr.Goldschmidt Mr.W. Leach 
--.20 R. Leach W. Leach Theed Greswell 
++ 21 Beal Greswell Goldschmidt  Theed 
coo 58 R. Leach W. Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
sdhtantiveniaavanl pA] Beal Greswell Goldschmidt Church 
+024 R. Leach Ww. Theed King 











The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Founpers’ Suares, Reversions, Denentures, anp SHARF¥S, 


Mesers. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 823) of the 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when the 
following lo's were Sold at the prices named : 


FOUNDEKS’ SHARES (six) in New Vaal River Diamond and Ex- 
loration an oy 4 (Limited), £1 each, fully paid, inSix Lots Sold £26,950 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIUNS: 
To £2,313 17s. 6d. ... ove ooo = oe oi eee ooo 1,210 
To £7,328 1s. 6d, oe ove oe cee oe ove o oo 8 9 3,750 
To £2,000 ae ove ove ose oie on one ne coe og 1,150 
To £2,343 5s. .. aes me = a sip - a. on 815 
DEBENTURES and SHARES in the following companies: Civil 
Service Co-operative Society, Vaalton 8.ndicate Limited), 
Daveniere & Company ( Limited), United Kingdom Tramway, 
Light, Railway and Electrical Syndicate (Limited), Public 
Undertakings (Limited), Tralee and Fenit Railway Co. oo OO 170 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Nov. 9, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CHANoERY. 


Austow Sreamsnir Co, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21, to send 
their names aad addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Pickering and Thomas Wallis Wallis, Mercantile chmbrs, Newcasule upon Tyne, 
Wukinson & Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne, soiors for liquidators 

ATALETIO OuTFITTING €o, Liumtep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 1, directed to be 
heard Nov 20. Brown & Co, Finsbury pvmt, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 4 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 19 

Bawzey & Leeruam, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Parker 
Burkioshaw, 2, Parliament st, Hull. Rollit & Sons, Hull, solors for liquidator 

Brrnitia Steamsnir Co, Limtrep—Crediturs ure required, on or before Dec 18, to send 
their namer and addresses, and the particulars of tneir debts or claims, to W. M. Clarke, 
30, James-st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Cuanues 8. Baier, Linitep —Petn for winding up, presented Nov 6, directed to be heard 
Nov 20. Whites & Co, Budge row, Cannon st, for Press & Press, Bristol, solors for Ts, 
a = appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the oon 

ov 1 

H. E, Kerssaw, Linirep-Petn for winding up, presented Nov 5, directed to be heard 
Nov20 Baker & Uo, Gresham st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the atternoon of Nov 19 

Keesis Brorares, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or betore Nov 30, to send their 
names, and address-s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Patrick Davies 
Hannay, 48, Lincoln’s inn fields, liquidator 

Moopys, Liwirzp —Ureditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E. Walker, 5, Castle st, 
Liverpool, liquidator 

New Bawoer Lase Mitt Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ° 
Senden Jchn Tippett, 22, Booth st, Manchester. Sale & Co, Manchester, solors for 
iquidator 

Sc.ity Property Co, Liuitap—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their 
names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to Lawrence Gardner 
Wiilliame, 32, Charles st, Cardiff, liquidator 

Tyxz asp Wear Bitt Pustise Vo, Limitrep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Lemon & Winskell, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors for 


uidator 

wore Taiscye, Limttep—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Henry 
Young, 8, Drapers gdps, liquidator 

Yoxos Corrosatiox, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 22, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Elliott Park, 
31, Lombard st, liquidator 

London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauirep 1» Cnaycery. 
Cuzque Bawx, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 7, to send their names 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Gordon Hargrove 

1 and Duncan Frederick Basden, 33, 8t. Swithin's In, liquidators 

Fonest Baicxk Woks, Linirep — Creditors are required, on or before Dec 24, to send 
their names and addres es, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Wuliam Barclay 
Peat, ul, Ironmonger In, liquidator 

Forateas’ Atuaxce, Liuitep Petn for bene up, presented Nov 8, directed to be 
heard Nov 27 Guedalla & Cross, Winchester House, Old Broad st, solors for prtner 


Notice ns ay ring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Nov 
Gotpes Graix Barap Co, Limtzp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send 
iculars of their debts or claims, to David Burnett, 
wall, solors for liquidator 


their names and addresses and the 
15, MNicholasin. Smith & Co, 








Liguip (Evecrrio) Recister Syxpicate, Limrtrep - Creditors are required, on or befor 
Dec 1°, to their names addresses, and the particulars of their d-bts or clauns, 
te Danie! 8t-uart Fripp, 14, Finsbury cir, liquidator 

Lyyw Orn ‘ake Miixs, Limitep Creditors are required, on or before Dec 22, to send their 
names and addre-ses,ano the particulars of their debts or cl ims, to Frederick 
Ac‘land, Tamworth House, Hunstanton Mill» & Reeve, Norwich, sol ns for liquidators 

Market Harsonovuca Partaytaroric and Genzeat Ivstirure, Limirep -Creditors are 
required. on or bef»re Dec 21 to send in their names and ad tresses, wi h particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Wiliam Edwin Newman, Little Bowden, nr Market Har. 
borough, liquidator 

Pasx Royat, Luutep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 22, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Mr John Frederick Bond, 
20, Copthall av. Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pail Mall East, solors to liquidator 

Tuames Haven Rerineny, L:mitep—Creditors are required. on or before Dec 22, to send 
in their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C. C, Toplis, 
19 to 21, Billiter st. Whatton, Leadenhall st, solor 

WAKEFIELD AND Barnstey Union Bank, Limitep- Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Walter Herb-rt Wright, 57, Westgete, Wakefield, Stewart & Chalker, Wakefleld, 
solors to the liquidator 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov, 9. 
Ho.tanp, Wittiam, Ancoats, Manchester Dec 7 Lloyds Bank (Ltd) v Holland, 
k tar, Manchester Beck, Manchester 
Moratt, AnGEvo, Southend on Sea, Artificial Flower Importer Dec 13 Falkenburg y 
Falt enburg, Swinfen Eady, J Galt, Aldermanbury 
Wituiams, Witttam, Abergele, Denbigh, Farmer Dec 13 Bateman v Williams, Joyce, J 


Jones, Liverpool 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 13. 
Bartey, Vixceyt, North Foreland, Kent Dec 8 Price v Bailey, Kekewich, J Tyer, 
Bloomsbury 
Prckerina, Joseru, Blackcleugh, Northumberlaud, Farmer Dec 6 Pickering v Pickering, 
Kekewich, J Jaques, Birmingham 











Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette—Tunspvay, Nov. 6. 


Assott, Jonny Hewson, East Sheen Dec10 Anderson & Sons, Ironmonger In 

Beat, Henry, Warbieton, Sussex, Farmer Dec12 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Beprorp, Georce Faancis, Ludlow, Vet 8 m Decl Medilicott, Knighton, Radnor 

Benson, Coates Ernest, Buxton, Merchant Tailor Dec8 Lawson & Vo, Manchester 

Baows, Epwiy, Wellinghorough, Builder Dec 5 Burnham & Co, Wellingburough 

Baypen, Ansg Janz, Wimbledon Dec5 G & M Goodman, St Helen's pl 

—— ee Docking, Norfolk, Farmer Dec5 Bircham & Stougoton, Fakenham, 
orfo 

Sunes, ee Heyoate, Leonard Stanley, Glos Dec 1 Winterbotham & Sons, 
tro 


yu: 
CRAVEN, ay Georcz, Curzon st, Mayfair Nov 380 Burgess & Co, New sq, 


n’s inn 
Croox, Saran Erves, Liscard Dec3 Eskri & Roby, Liverpool 
von, Saddler Nov 30 Bickford, Newton 


eee Jauzs Epwin, Buckfastleigh, 

A t 

Fintn, Jimmy, Huddersfield, Wholesale Grocer Dec 22 Ramsden & C>, Huddersfield 
Gigs, Junn, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Farmer Dec 5 Roberts, Cleobury Mortimer 
onare, Eooeeet Tuomas, Leighton Hall, nr Carnforth, Lancs Nov 30 Swainson & Son, 


caster 
Harrop, Jonny, Lytham,Lancs Decl Clayton & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
Haweins, Exizapeta Marcaret Mania, Queen’s Gate mans, South Kensington Dec 13 


Eland & Co, Trafa'gar 

Hazevavast, Ciara, Lower agley, Worcester Dec 6 Harwards & Evers, Stourbridge 

Hitt, Frances Anne Boaz, Mattock rd, Ealing Dec 24 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 

Hopcertrs, Witi1am, Kingswinford, Staffs, Haulier Decl10 Ward, Dudley 

Hovpes, J. ames, Bowdon, Chester Dec ls J&E Whitworth, Manchester 

Leary, Rey Taomas Humparys Linpsay, DCL, Avondale sq, Old Kent rd Dec 10 Baker 
& Nairne, Crosby sq 

Leicutox, Georce Avraep, 8t Leonards on Sea Dec 31 Phillips & Cheesman, Hastings 

Mayxne_i, W1L1.1AM SamvEL, Newbold Moor, nr Chesterfield Dec 8 W & A Glossop, 


Posntes, ate Dyson, Huddersfield, Cloth Manufacturer Dec 22 Ramsden & Co, 
uddersfield " 
Po.astai, Avcusto Vicentz, Iquique Tarapaca, Chili Dec 16 Chester & Co, Bedford 


row 
Quirr, Joun Fasnow, Sheffield, Printer Dec 17 Branson & Sons, Sheffield 
Ratcurosgp, Farperick Jouy, Higher Broughton, Salford, Merchant Dec3 Dixon & Co, 


Man 
Rosgeats, Eowarp. South Beach, Pwilheli, Carnarvon Decl Bridgman & Co, Chester 
Suaw, Naxcy, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs Dec8 May, Blackpool 
Suitn, Caagies Hewry, York, 8ui n’s Assistant Dec 24 Wood, York 
suit, Eowagp, Nevern sq, South Kensington Jan1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 
Sarre, WituiamM, Newark upon Trent, Builder Jan1 Larken & Co, Newark upon Trent 
Svopex, Witten, Burley in Wharf ie, Yorks Nov 16 Lister & Turner, Keighley 
Turwea, Exizapeta, Windermere Dec 12 woass, Windermere 
Vaatiano, Basi Metaxas, Dawson pl, Bay , Merchant Dec24 MHollams & Co, 


Mincing 

Wuatuina, Janz, Liverpool, Poultry Dealer Dec16 Smith, Liverpool 

Waite, AuBeat, 8t Le on Sea Dec10 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

Wurrrty, Cuarizs Ricnaxup, Hunstanton, Doctor Dec15 Coulton & ee, King’s Lyon 

Wixsox, Saran, Southport, Lancs Dec6é Parr & Co, Southport 

Wincuester, Eutty Exv:zapetrs, Rushlake Green, Warbleton, suesex Nov 20 Swann 
& Co, Heathfi- ld, pbussex 

WIrTHeERs, Gzoncr Casson, Crewe, Licensed Victualler Decl Garnett, Crewe 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 9. 


Amos, Faepericx Henay, Tunbridge Wells, Clerk Dec 10 Gower, Tunbridge Wells 
Basaons, Wituiam, Totnes, Archiiect Decl TC & GF Kellock, Totnes, Devon 
Baatiett, WiLL14M, Southam Nov 29 Romer, Bucklersbury 

Barns, Col Cuanies Evtisox, Cambridge ter, Hyde pk Jani Bloxam & Co, Lincoln's 


fle 
Beriwna, Basrow Isaac, Manchester Decl2 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Bewtisy, Wituiam Epwaro Clifton, Bristol Jan 2 Spofforth, Bristol 
Bovans, Taomas, Wo0dnall , Lines Dec21 Clitherow & Son, Horncastle : 
ones Hasaisox, Alnwick, Northumberland, Butler Dec 12 Rogers & sons, Perry vale, 


orest 
Bavuxt, Davin New Mills, Derby, Farmer Dec6 Boddington & Co, Manchester 
Braye, Cuar.es Vixceyt, Penarth, a Shipbroker Deci Yorath & Junes, Cardiff 
Brass Jonm, Evita Sonece, an , South Kensington Decl0 Kennedy & Co, 


A , Ki 
Cuarra.iz, Rev Joux ‘vs, Newark on Trent Nov 30 Burke, Newark on Trent 












No 
— 
Cook, v7 
Qoore, A! 

cast 
CoTTEsIL 
w 
Osavss, | 
che 
JEWDNES 
DICKINS, 
PeRBER, « 
fait, Ga 
HARDOAS’ 
HiscHul 
@avve, ; 
UTE, J 
= Tot 
Guest, M 
Hopsun. 
Homes, 
¥ 
d 
v 
I 






‘ames, J 
Jerreey, 
Jonzs, & 
Kay, Fas 
MILTsOR 
Mvaeey, 


B 





BaReatt 
W 


BargTLes 
Cnel 
Bessent 
2 0 


















906. 


or bef 
or claums, 


a 

rick Ta! 
iquideuae 
ditors are 
‘ulars of 


‘ket Har. 
sir names 


ick Bond, 


2, to send 
C. Toplig, 


or before 
or claims, 


Vakefield, 


Holland, 
enburg y 
, Joyce, J 


J Tyer, 
"ickering, 


, Radnor 
chester 
gh 
‘kenham, 
& Sons, 


New sq, 


, Newton 
sfield 
fortimer 
n & Son, 

Dec 13 
urbridge 
‘In 


0 Baker 


dastings 
Glossop, 


m & Co, 
Bedford 


on & Co, 


hester 


n Trent 
hley 


3s & Co, 


Lyon 


Swann 


ells 


incoln’s 


Ty vale, 


ardiff 
y & Co, 








Nov. 17, 1906. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 51.} 55 








— 
Goox, James, Croaton, Lin 


Qoors, AnTaur, Kens ngton Park gdas, Shipbuilder Dec 10 Couper & Goodger, New- 


castle on fyne 


Correnttt, Tuomas, Gwersylit, Denbigh, Colliery Proprietor Dec 9 Morris & Co, 


Wrexhim 


Gnavax, H _— Brampton, Wangford, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 31 Gibbs & Co, East- | 
mn Thopeat May, Silverton, Devon Dec9 Ford & Oo, Exeter | Rex 


Dickins, JAMUEL, Hastings Dec 14 Gartiner, Lincoln's inn 
Peases, Joux, Lincola Deo 14 Kirby & Co, Westminster 


Hatt, Gasutetie, New York Jaa 20 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
HaagpoastLe, Potty, Hampsthwaite, Yorks a is yy ace, Budd 


Hiscuuirre, Bessey, Huddersfield Decl Wilmshuret & 


@aove, Eowix, Newport,Mm Dec9 Dauncey & Son, Hewpon, See 


Gaute, Joux Bowpss, Staverton, Devon, Nurseryman 
Totnes, Devon 
Guest, Many, Waterloo, Lancs Dec12 Jackson. 


Liverpool 
Hopsux. Groner, Harperley Mill, Durham Deo17 Nicholson & Martin, Stanley, co Durham | 


Hovmes, Hanger, Barastapl- Nov 27 Harding & Son, 


James, Jons wavies, Blackwood, Mon Dec 22 verge Ad Son, 


Jerreey, Heney, Tunbridge Wells, Architect Dec 6 
Jones, EvizaBeTs, Kingsland, Hereford Dec5 Gosling, Leom 


Kay, Faasces Reseovua Houroap, Old Colwyn, Carnarvon Dec7 Preston, Blackburn 


Miutaokp, Feaycis, Waketield Nov 30 Charlesworth, Wakefield 
Mvaeey, Cago.tne, Gt Barford, Oxford Decl 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov, 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barratt, Witi1am, Hindley, Lancs, Insurance Agent 
Wigan Pet Novi Od Nov1l 
BaxTLeMAN, ALEXANDeR, Stow on the Wold, Builder 
Coeltenham Pet Uct 31 Ord Oct 31 
BEssent, ren Barnes, Surrey Wandsworth Pet Nov 
2 Ord Nov 
Boots deen Biddulph, Staffs, Grocer Macclesfield 
Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Boors, Marrurw, Birkenhead, Coal Merchant Birken- 
head Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 2 
Burier, Jon, Eastwood, Notts, Grocer’s Assistant Derby 
Pet Novil Ord Novi 
CaapmMay, Jonyx, Fraep Rayrmonp Caapman, and Joun 
Ropert CaapmMan, Upoingham, Rutland, Plumbers 
Leicester Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Cuick, Grorce Epwarp, Leckhampton, Cheltenham, 
Carpenter Cheltenham Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3i 
Cowarp, Wittiam Arkinsox, Heathwaite, Bowness on 
Windermere, Westmorland, Grocer Kenda] Pet Nov 2 
Ord Nov 2 
Doventy, Freprrick Wiii1am Hatt, Sloane st, Chelsea, 
Silversmith High Court Pet Oct3 Ord Nov 2 
Downs & Co, London House yd, Paternoster row, Mantle 
Manufacturers High Court Pet Sept 13 Ord Nov 2 
EasTAsBRooxk, enRyY, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Labourer 
Aberdare Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 
Evstace Marcus Joun, Widnes, Physician Liverpool Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Fauckyezr, Erasmus, Stanford le Hope, Essex, Medi 
Practitioner Chelmsford PetOct9 Ord Oct 81 
Fisuer, Georce ALFaep, Loughborough Leicester 
Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Gittmay, Watter Jouy, Diss, Suffolk, Watchmaker 
Ipswich Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 1 
Goopmay, Taomas, Handsworth, Coal Dealer Birmingham 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Gazaves, Lzonarp Wi.tam, Clapham rd, Clapham, 
Engineer High Court Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 
Grime, Jonny James, Blackburn, cc Traveller 
Blackburn Pet Novy3 Ord Nov 
Hap.ey, Joux, Rowley Regis, stats, Brick Manufacturer 
Dudiey Pet Novl Ord Novi 
Hatt, Jonny, Blackpool, Solicitor Preston Pet Oct 27 Ord 
ovl 
Hagsisox, Jonn Heyzy, Runcorn, Cheater, Commercial 
Warrington Pet Nov 1 ‘Ord Nov 1 
, Frepgerick, Hemyock, Devon, Farmer Taunton 
Pet "Nov 8 Ord Nov 3 
Henpersoy, Coanies Ancaisacp, Red Lion sq , Machinery 
Merchant High Court Pet Sept 13 Ord Nov 2 
Heywoop, Hansvey Gerorer, Bridge rd, Hammersmith, 
Builder High Court Pet Aug24 Ord Nov 2 
Husner, Fraepenick, Reading, Belt Maker Reading Pet 
Novl Ord Novi 
Jones, Ernest Ewart, Trealaw, Glam, Gent’s Mercer 
Pontypridd Pet Nov2 Ord Noy 2 
Lawaenor, Harriet, Tenby, Pembroke Pembroke Dock 
Pet Novi Ord Nov1 
Mason, Francis, York, Portmanteau Maker York Pet 
Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Myrroy, Ricnarp Apert, Welshpool, ain 
Licensed Victualler Newtown Pet Oct 20 Nov? 
—- A.Lsert Epwarp, Waketield Wakefield Pot Nov 1 
ovi 
— Joun, Skegness, Farmer Guildford Pet Oct 25 Ord 
ov2 
Pennock, Jonn James, Brompton on Swale, North Riding, 
Yorks, Blacksmith Northallerton Pet Nov 1 YOM 
ov il 
Porter, Epwarp, eam, Lancs, Labourer Bolton Pet 
Nov2 Ord N 
Powk., AL ,) ae Brecon, Collier Neath Pet 
Novi Ord Nov1 
Powo.ny, Frepexrick Gustav, Norbury, Surrey, Baker 
Croydon Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 
Proturro, Rees Morcay, Hirwain, Glam, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Aberdare Pet Nov! Ord Nov 1 
Ratapons, Joun Sicas, Sheffield, Kiementary Teacher 
Sheffield Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Repreary, Sy.vesres, Alverthorpe, nr Wakefield, Fish 
Salesman Wakefield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov? 
Sinore, Isaac Mason, Farleigh rd, Stoke Newington, 
a Manufacturer High Court Pet Aug wz Ord 
ovl 
Bridge Hammersmith, 


Sparksman, Exias Aster, 





rd, 
Builder High Court Pet Aug 24 Pet Nov 2 


Coggins, Deddington, Oxon 


‘enzies & Co, Li expo! | Neepmam, B.tzasera, 8t Luke’s Hospital, Old st Dec 15 Taylor & 
ye Me O° on | Newmans, Sanan Axx, Water in, Brixcon Dec 6 os 2 
Norracote, Rosa ANxeTTs, Goee one see — 


Ossors, Kpwaaep, 
Peax.ys, Buzasera, 
fields 


Koss, Heser, . 
Rorserr, Hewry, 


mon, JuLivs, Austin 





10 TC & @ F Kellock, Surra 


di Ving, Josern, Exm uth Dec8 
‘ewport, 
& Berry, Tunbridge Wells 








| Taist-Garns, Henry, Northfleet, Kent, Chemist Rochester 


Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Usex, Wit1am Hewry, Taunton, Fish Dealer Taunton | 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov8 
WIi1.iaMs, youse, Pembroke, Contractor 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov 1 Nov1 
Wootrs, Hevary, sworth, Patentee of Slot Machines | 
Wandsworth Pet Oct4 Ord Novi 
Wratt, Watrer Jonny, Gravesend, Builder Rochester 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


| Davies, Sir Horatio Davin, KOMG, Torquay, Devon, 
Restaurant Cor 


urant Proprietor art Ree 


Rese Nov 5 


Ord Aug 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Batter, Roseart, Wymondham, Norfolk, Coal Mer- 
chant Now if ot 18.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Barratt, Wici1am, Hindley, ’ Insurance Agent Nov 
Wat3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


Bennett, Atrazp Eayrst Avpert, St Anne's, Brislington, 
uilder Nov 14at12.15 Off Rec, 26, win | 


st, Bristol 
Bittox, yy Heaviley, Soden, Fish Dealer Nov 15 | 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 


Buack, yd and Earnest Grosce BranDsAtt Brack, 
Grindle phot Ly a Salop, Farmers Nov 15 | 


at 11 al Hotel, Crewe 
Boors, Mosss. Rudge, Salop, Farmer Nov i5atil Off 


Rec, bape ee 
Bowmas, Isaac, port, Lancs, Tailor Nov 15 at12 Off | 
Rec, ‘Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockpo 





rt 
n, Harry ¢ Ashfu = o4 Nov 15 at 
9.30° Off Rao, 6a, Castle st, Cani ury 
Densox, James, Bolton, Tarpaulin Sheet Maker Nov 16 at | 
3 19, st, Bolton | 
Downs & "Co, House vd, Paternoster row, Mantle | 
Manufacturers Nov 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 


Hewry, Penrhiwoeiber, Com, Labourer | 
Nov 16 at12 135, High st, Merthyr 
meas, > Wituiamy, Mo Ash, Glam, Ocafectionsr Nov | 
l4at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Gait.agp, Jutes Cuanins, Regent’s pk rd, Licensed | 
Vi ler Nov 15 at ii” it” Baskruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 
one Grorce, Burnham, Somerset, Bricklayer Nov rH} as 
2.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Congres, p bn ond., 


R 





st 
Eastabrook, 


Hewpersor, Caanies Arcarpatp. Red i 
Merchant Nov 10 at 11 Banikraptey bid , Carey st 

Herwoop, Harvey 4 remith, 
Builder Nov 14 at 2.30 tT. ldgs, ‘arey st 

Jonzs, James Davip, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
Nov l4at il 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Kurtz, Apour, house rd, A ead Nov 15 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bid: Care 

Lazensy, by wd Buay , Plasterer Nov 14 
atil off 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Leaca, James, Miidate Hillgate, Stockport, Chester, Grocer 
Nov 15 at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, 


Maxpat, ax, Commercial rd, General Dealer Nov 14 at | 


Mason ong York » de Maker Nov Mat 3 
Of Reo, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York | 





May, Taomas, Millorook, Cornwall, Contractor Nov 15 at 
1 Off Rec, 6, Athensoum ter, Plymouth 
Mixzs, Grorak Mains, ite, Licensed Victualler 
Nov 15 at 9.15 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Cunterbury 
Moorz & Co, J G, . Millwall, Con 
Nov 19 at 2.30 bldgs, Carey st | 
Moors, Wituram Davin, ester, Carrier Nov 14 at 3 | 
Off Byrom st, 


Ammanford, Carmarthen, | 
ri Queen st, C | 
Bnxton, B Builder Nov 20 at 12 | 


Carey st 
New, —— suouwe, § Berks, Cycle Dealer Nov 14 at 
12 st Aldates, O 
kw aun, Raden: eunees Labourer Nov 20 at | 


Sanita i a Hirwain, Glam, 
Victualler “Nov 1> at 12 188, fi st, Merthyr Tra | 
Savace, WILLIAM, gan, Mae's X4 ee Ree Engineer Nov 15 | 


at 10.15 fon, Farag 
Sincer, ay MaJor, miBtoke Ne i. 
Blouse Manufesvane at a Danhreptey lien 
Spagxeman, Astana, Bridge ri, Hammersmith, | 


Morais, Jonataan Evan 
Draper Nov 14 at 12 
Movuster, Pavt, Acre la, 


Ponren i 





Builder Fev leat 200 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 


Parexson, Oosuo Gorvos, Line st Deo 9 cen 
Kennington P. 


ay south Di«renth, or 


- B.. 
| Gaiuns, Jonw James, Ni 
Blackburn 


Haraisox, Jouw Hewny 
| Clerk Warrington 


Billiter et 
i itebe oe southwark 
Co, Albemarle st 


a 
& Oo. Austia Friars 
& Talbot, Southport 


Proxeaine, Jane, sheffield Dec 41 “Seaseth thethedd 

Hanutert, Bootham, York Dect Isle, York 

Ross, Geataups, Babbacombe, ee = Nov 30 Deo Bink & 0 be a, 
Goods Dealer 


Dec 29 Wilson & Topham, Mir: 
Rowsurtou, Axstie aneeen, Morecambe Nov 28 howe Unsworth, Morecambe 
Suuns, Srepaen, Bishop's rd, Fulhaw, Wive Merchant 

Si thy Dec 44 Simp-+on & Oo, Gracechurch 
£ Packing 


pear ~ 


7 - pd Hyre, Gold sq 
Case Mirnntactuste Dee 10 


Darley & umberland, — st, Bedfurd row 
Swatn, Hear es Weir, Mylor, Paar. ¢ Cornwall Dec 3 Falmouth 
Tay.or, Groace Fasoraicx, Wi Dec 19 Ayrton & iverpool 


View’ Beaoet 


Watson, Dinan, P.umpton, Cumberland Dec8 Little & Saint Penrith 
Wases, James, Exning, Newmarket, Trainer of Race Horses Nov 21 


et 
Watts, Marcarert, Lincoln Decl8 Epton, Lincoln 
Woosnam, Coaries, JP, 8 uthend Dec 24 os & ay Stone bldgs, Lincoln's ian 
Yacuiasp, Suizaseta Pari.urs Maysise, Bristol 


Eanion & Eanion, 


Danby & 
24 Salisbury & Griffiths, Bristol 


Srroxe, Heasert James, Newport, Mon, Brush Manufac- 
turer Novil4at3 Off Rec, 144, Goteneanial at, New- 


port 

Taomas, Jony. Liansawel, Carmarthen, Tailor Nov 14 at 
1180 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Wasa, Joun Wuitraxes, Dukes Brow, Blackburn, 

Plumber Nov 14 at 11.30 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, 


vos Frepeniok, Showed, Bus, Os Collier Nov 14 at 


Off Rec, 3:, Alexandra 
Watsen. Gsoton, Dew De Meal Br LF Nov 14 at 


10.3) Bank chmbr et, Dewsbury 
wonesarl Fussouex Gerorer, and a asta ‘Frepeniox 
Wikinsox, Derwent rd, Palmer’s Green, 


Nov Mat i2 14, Bedford row 


Wiusex, Joun Gronar, 
w Broker repdyt | ‘Off es, 8, Maaot pl, Sand rome 7] . 
1Ls0on, WILLIAM Aamoded eq, Dever ‘ov 
atll130 1382, ye ae {westminster sridge 
Youne, Gzornoe Wanrp.aw, Foul End Farm, or Atherstone, 
Warwick, Farmer Nov 14 atil 191, Corporation st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AnsuTunot, Grorez Gove (Knight) and Jonx Mowr- 
Gomery Youne, Old Broad st, Bankers High Court 


Pet Oct 22 Ord Novi 

Barratt, Wiuuiam, Gi © we Insurance Agent 

Pet Novi Ord 

| BARTLEMAN, ALEXANDER. Stow o the Wold, Builder Chel- 
tenham Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 

| Beaman, Evxis, Scunthorpe, Sales Dealer Gt Grimsby 

Oct 12 Ord Nov 1 

Bessent, Frank, rd, Barnes Wandsworth Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 

Brapsuaw, WILtIAM, Southend on Sea, Essex Chelmsford 

2 os on pert w aes 

urnton, Culrrorp Henry, Westgate on High Court 

Pet Sept 18 Ord Nov 2 


Butiee, Jos, Eastwood, Notts, Grocer’s Assistant Derby 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 


| Carrer, Dovetas Tuck, Chingford, Essex, Builder Ed- 


moston Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 31 

Cuarman, Joux, Fazp Rarmoxp Caaruax, and Joux 
Roperat CHarmay, giagen, Rutland, Plumbers 
Leicester Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Catcx, Grorce Epwarp, 


CLaRKe, a=) Glass Merchant Swansea Pet 


Gente = ya Contractor Birmingham 

PE ys 

Pet ot Oct ond Ne Nov3 

owas: wi ah Arxixsox, Bowness on W: 
Westmor! Grocer Kendal Pet Now 2 Ord Nov 

Eamer, Frances, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Draper 

Pe ‘abroke Dock Pet Ovt 4 Ord Nov 

Eastassoox, Henry, Penrhiweeibr, Glam, Labourer 
A Pet Nov1 Ord Novl 


Eustace, Marcus Joax, Widnes, Physician Liverpool 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 
Fisues, Gronat so Loughborough Leicester Pet 
Nov? Ord Nov 
Gittaan, Water Sate Diss, am Watchmaker 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 
rd, Clapham, 


Gara Leoxarp WILuAM, Clapham 
Court Pet Novl Ord Novi 


Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Runcorn, Chester, 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 
Bavns, Fanaees, Hemyock, Devon, Farmer Taunton 
Pet Oct8 Ord Nov3 


Huser, Faspeeicn, Reading, Truss Maker Reading Pet 
Nov 1 Ord i 1 


Jonze, set Ewart, Trealaw, Glam, Gent's Mercer 
Pontypridd Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 

ANnaM, WiittamM Jous, Redland, Baker Bristol 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 


hes yo a. Tenby, Pembroke Pembroke Dock 

ENBY, GILBERT f andy South Shields. Plasterer New- 

castle upoa Tyne Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 80 
Lyex, Jour ¥ Weuvesitsy. Southfied rd. Bedford Park, 
Entertainer Breniford Pet Oct 25 Ord Novi 
MoDosusss, Puss Hy Grocer Bir- 
Pet Oct 19 Nov 8 

‘ork, Portmanteau Maker York Pet 
atoenne Wea D. Moss Side, Manchester, Carrier 

mitam Davin, 
Manehester Pet Oct 26 Ord Novi 














THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


Nov. 17, 1906, 














—- oo Epwarp, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Nov1 
wi 
Parxixsox, Rosrx Fasp, and Arstave par Southall, 
Builders Windsor Pet Aug 27 Ord Nov 2 
Pexvsock, Joux James, _—— on Swale, North Ridivg 
tna Blackamith Northallerton Pet Nov 1 Ord 


1 
Portsr, Epwarp, Radcliffe, Lance, Labourer Bolton Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov2 
Powsgit, Hows t, ea, Brecon, Collier Aberavon 
et Novl Ord N 
Powo sy, Faapssicx "seen ee Surrey, Baker 
Croydon Pet Nov1 Ord 
Pocunien Rees Mozoax, Hirwain, Glam, Licensed 
Victualler A Pet Novl Ord Nov1 
Ratnsoxs, Joun S1ras, Sheffield, Elementary Teacher 
Sheffield Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 3 
Reprears, Syivester, Pmt wall nr Wokefield, Fish 
Salesman Wakefield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
SauTTLewortH, Heapert Henry, Manchester Manchester 
uly 24 Ord Nov 2 
Taist-Gatns, Henny, Northfleet, Kent, Chemist Rochester 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Unes, Wittias Hever, “Taunton, Fish Dealer Taunton 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 
Wiss, Josrera, st Roch, tT a Contractor 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 
Wirsox, Joux Geonce, West Hartlepool, Stock Broker 
Sunderland Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 3 
Wratt, Wattre Joux, Gravesend, Builder Rochester 
Pet Novi Ord Novl 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED 
Joist, Wittiam James, ord, Agent ae "Traffic Can- 
vasser Bradford — 28 Anpul Nov 1 
owe. Henry, Newport, » Watchmaker Newport 
Ryde Adjud =! 9, “got Annu! Oct 24 
Wrursame. Reormatp, Ryde, I of W, Major, Indian Arm 
Newport and Ryde Adjud March 3 Annul Oct 24 


London Gasette,—Fuivay, Nov. 9. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AtLoxsy, Taouas, Oak Lea, nr Dalton in Furness, Lancs, 

anne Horse Proprietor Barrowin Furness Pet Oct 27 
ov5 

Bare, Saucer, Smith st, Chelsea, Builder High Court 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Bice, Grones, Small —. Birmingham, Commercial 
Traveller Birmin Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov5 

Biacaam, Gronoe, Lammas Norfolk, Carpenter Norwich 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov7 

—"" Jzssz. Waddesdon, Bucks, General Hawker 


a bg? ad Or — om 
ae Biaengwynti, Glam ier 
Pet Seve 6 Ord Nov 6 
Baapver, Easest Haney, and Janes Toomas CHAMBERLAIN, 
Bla Margarine Merchants Man- 
chester Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 5 
Bupes, Cuartes James, Middle st, Aldersgate st, Bonnet 
nase Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 3 Ord 
Berros, Joux, Curtain rd , Shoreditch, Timber Merchant 
Bigh Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 
Cuatioszr, Exiry Katz, Tregothnan rd Meghower rd, 
o m Court Hig ~ ts Ord N 
HaLLover, Ricuarp Ne.son gothnan rd 
eS ay yf E 
HEN, Lean st, K 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 6 ¢ 
Auraxo Groesr, Builth Wells, Brecon, Grocer New- 
town Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Coorzr, ArTnus A, Walton on Thames, Draper 


Aberavon 


Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov7 a Nov7 

Cratx Baoruzes, Newcastle on Newcastle 
—— Pet Oct 3 Ord Nove 

Exaugs, Groncs , Somerest, Dairyman Bridg- 


water Pet Oct 23 _ "Nov7 
a, Witt, Bolton, Music Hall Artist Bolton Pet 
Nov et ~~ 7 7 
, Jamas, Newcastle = , Vi A Salesman 
meena are oes 


a cel, Webhne Wendie tus Sort 
Fonstzz & Co, Monument st, Coal Merchants High Court 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov5 
Giavax, Watten Datcieiem, Wakefield Barnsley Pet 
6 


Nové Ord Nov 
Jousxsox, Faxpenice, Witeshed, Clothier Wolverhampton 
Pet Nov5 Ord W. 


pe Wriwu1, Hendy. Blaenau Festiniog, 

Quarryman ’ P oramaoe “Pet Me Not Ord Nore = 
5 — poems > wilder Exeter Pet Nov6 Ord 
Lewis, Banya, Brat}, Glass Merchant Bristol Pet Nov 


Ord Nov 
Semmens de 2K. eetes Pork Butcher 
Bedford Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov'5 r, mepanagnes 
Loescomss, Pracrvar 1CKS, Glos, Milliner 
Gloucester Pet Ort Mare ” 


Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov6 
Ricuanpsos, Wacren Roveser, Ghelicld, Outfitter Shef- 
fleid Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 
ope, Sem, Fenchurch A High Court Pet Nov 5 


Siurson, 
AsTavs ee ee nea ot 6 ond Nor 6 Clerk 


tarts, Dose, He Chester, Ashton under 
Lyne Pet or ond Sob 5 


Oreruess, Geonct, Dowlais, Glam, Fishmonger Merth 
Ty4il Pe Nov5 Ord Nov5 “i 


Wattace, Harry Acraep, Littlehampton, Sussex, Com- 
mercial veller ton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Way, Ropeat, Ryde, I of W, Licensed Victualler Newport 
and Ryde Pet Nuvé Ord Nové 

Wi sos, Epirn Mary + meme Leeds, Milliner Leeds 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Wixo, Curistopusze Henry, Midhurst, Sussex, ~~ pea 
and Valuer Portemouth Pet Octi Ord Nov 

Margate, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Ww as ys | Plymouth rd, Brondesbury High Court 

Ord Nov 1 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALLonsy, Taomas, Oak Lea, nr Dalton in Furness, Lancs, 

Entire Horee Proprietor Yk. 20 at 11 Off Rec, 16, 


Woopwaxp, Leonarp, 


Cornwallis st, Barrow in F 

Base, Samvugt, Smith st, Chelaes, a, Daiier Nov 19 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs. 

BiacksuRy, Waussae Seems. Spalding, Lincs, Traveller 
Nov 23 at 11.40 Law Courts, Lig en 

Buper, Caar.tes James, Middle st, Aldersgate st, = 
Shape Man Manufacturer Nov 23 at ll Bankruptcy bidgs 
Carey st 

CaaprigLp, Partie Brooxes, ng Gate, Derby Nov 17 at 
11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, 

CHALLONER, Emity Kars, Trogothnan rd, Fan gy to rd, 

ham Nov 23 at 12 Bankru; ae 
Cnasaren, Ricuagp Netsow, Tre ioe 
Clapham Nov 23 at 12.30 Bankru 

Geman Wiuram, Monk F nm, Yor! hs Nov 
19at 11 Of Ree, 6, Bon: ter, Wakefield 

Conen, Lean, bes st, ‘Kingsland, Fruiterer Nov 22 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, "Carey st 

Cowarp, 1LL1aAM ATKINSON, Heathwaite, Bowness on 
Windermere, Westmorland, Grocer Nov 20 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Davies, Joux, Dol Awel, Dolwydéelen, Carnarvon, Butcher 
Nov 17 at 12 Cry pt ‘chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Doveasty, Fraeperick Wittiam Hatt, Sloane’ st, Chelsea, 
Silversmith Nov 22 at 12 say bldgs, Carey st 

Fexou & Oe, Be, —;— Cheshi' eers Nov 17 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom at, Mant chester 

Fisuer, Guosor ALFRED, Loughborough Novl19 at12 Off 

1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Forster & Co, Monument st, Coal Merchants Nov 22 at 
ll Bankruptcy bidgs, st 

Grituay, Water Jouy, Diss, Norfolk, Watchmaker Nov 
Wat2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Giavan, WaLTER Davo.iese, W Nov 19 at 2.30 

Off , Bond ter, Wakefield 


Hasnrison, Joux Henry, Runcorn, Cheshire, Commercial 
Clerk Novi7atit Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches'er 
Havivt, Faspericn, Hemyock, Devon, Farmer Nov 24 at 
12.30 10, Hammet st, Taunton 

Joxes, Eanzst Ewart, Trealaw, Glam, Gent's Mercer 
Nov19at8 135, » High st, Merthyr Ty: 

Lawaence, Harriet, emby, Pembroke Nov 17 at 12.30 


4, Queen st, Ca 
Luscomps, PeEsrciva. Pom, Stroud, Glos, Milliner 
Nov 17 at 12 Otf Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
McDosya11, Peres, Highgate, Birmingham, Grocer Nov 
19at11 191, Corporation ya irmingham 
—— Gronae, — ov 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
on 


Mytrox, Ricuarp ALBERT, a gs 
Licensed Victualler Nov 19 be = 45 Bone Bull Hotel, 
Welshpool 


nae Joux, Bowness on Windermere, Westmoriand, 
Greengrocer Nov 2at 11,15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 
Nort, Apert Epwagp, ht Nov 19 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wakefie 
Powe.t, Howg11, Newidten Abercrave, Brecon, Collier 
Nov 21 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 Swansea 
Paice, Davin Gwesys, Col Bay, Den 
2lat12 Crypt chm bra Eastgate ro row, 
Repreargs, Syivester, Alverth nr Wakefield Fish 
Baleaman Nov 19 at 12 Off Rec, 6, Bond terr, Wake- 
e 
ee Emi, ce st Nov 19at12 Bankruptcy 


Scorr, ENRY, ite fa nal Merchant Nov 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 47, Eade’ 
SuirH, Gores, H dey Chea, Butcher Nov 19 at 2.30 


Rec, had . 
Steruens, Geonce Bowlals, ‘Gas iam, Fichenengee Nov 20 
Kent, Chemist Nov 19 


ati2 135, High st, Naerthys Tya 

Taist-Gatns, ees Northfleet, 
at12 115, 

Uses, Witiam ERY, Taunton, oy Fish Dealer 
Nov 24 at 12.90 10, "Hammet st, Taunt 

Wit.iaus, Josera, Trapps, Roch, i. Contractor 
Nov 17 at 11.15 4, Queen st, st, Carmarthen 

Witsos, Evrrn Many’ Euizaperu Leeds, Milliner Nov 20 

22, Park row 


Sagal Nov 


Wootre, Jossru ~y-t ra, Brondesbury Nov 21 at 12 
Wuen Ww bide, Gr neal Builder Nov 19 at 
YATT, ALTER JOnE a’ wu! ov 19 ai 
11.30 115, High st, Rochester 
ADJUDICATIONS, 


Avonsy, Taomas, Oak Lea, nr Dalton in Furness, Entire 
H ree Proprietor Barrow io Furness Pet Oot 27 Ord 


Nov 5 

Biecuam Georoz, Lammas, Norfolk, Carpenter Norwich 
Pe. Nov7 Ora Nov7 

Boarpesr, Soe, Tenalen Bucks, General Hawker 


aylesbury Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Boora, Geoxee 7 , Staffs, Grocer Macclesfield 
Pet Nov 2 Ord 


Bowes, Tuomas nfi, Glam, Collier Aberavon 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 


Beao.ey, Enxeet Haaey, and James Tuomas Caauprn- 
tse Manchester 


Nov 

Co.s, ALrazp Geonaz, Butlth wks, Breeon, Grocer New- 
town Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

pe LA Beretoucur, Eow1s Soe. Woodford Green, 
Essex, Grocer High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Nové 

Exon, "Wi, Holton, Music Hall Artist Bolton Pet 





Nov7 Ord Nov7 








Favucxyer, Eaasuus Oakes, Stanford le Hope, 
Medical P; Chelmsford Pet Oct9 Ord Ni 

Gravis, Watrer Dacouis+s, - ames av, nr Wakefield 
Barnsley Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 

Hapv.xy, Jouy, Kowley is, stad, Brick Manufacturer 


UDualey Pet Nov1 Ord Nov 
pton rd, Kensington, 





Harvex, Tuomas Hewnay, odes 
Draper High Court Pet Sept 22 Ord Nov 6 

my Tenanet, and Henry Hiv, Wells st, South Hackney, 

ther Merchants High Court Pet Oct6 Ord Nov$ 

me. Henry, Leytonstone, Essex Higa Court Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov7 

Jaoxson, Waren Faancis, Narborough, Leicester, Solicitor 
Leicester Pet Sept 27 Ord Nov5 

Jounson, Faupericx, Willenhall, Staffs, Tailor Wolver. 
hampton Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Joyzs, Witi1Am, Hendy, Tanygrisiau, Blaenau Festiniog, 
Quarryman Portmadoc Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Kerstaxe, Joun, Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 6 

Luwsaca, Gotese as Peterborough, Pork Butcher 
Bedford Ord N 

Luscomsg, aieaes ay 


Nov 5 
Stroud, Glos, Milliner 
Gloucester Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov5 
mene, Samvgzt, Southall Canterbury Pet Sept 21 Oni 
ov5 
Marruzws, Water, Shepley, nr neat Tailor 
Huddersfield Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 


Myrrox, Ricaarp Apert, Welshpool, Montgomery, 
apa Victualler Newtown Pet Oct 20 Ord 
ov7 


Owey, Tomas, mt Carnarvon, Carter Bangor Pet 


Nov3 Ord Nov 
Ports, Henry, Wath on Dearne, Yorks, Glass Bottle 


Manufacturer Sheffield Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 


Ricuarpsoy, Water Hersert, Sheffield, Outfitter 
Shettield Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Rixorosz, James, Ta Yorks, Builder Bradford 


Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov7 

Saurpa, Setm™m Moses Jouy, Sr ad rd, Bayswater High 
Court Pet Septé Ord 

Sayer, Joux, Apollo Theatre, Bhaftesbury av High Court 
Pet June 1 Ord Novi 

Siurson, Agtuor Lovett, Kingston upon wa, Clerk 
Kin; upon Hull Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 

Suita, Geoncs, Hyde, Chester, Butcher om under 
Lyne Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Sreruens, Gzonce, Dowlais, Glam, Fishmonger Merthyr 
Tydtl Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Veoom, Hzxpnix, Bernard mans, Bernard st, Russell sq 

Court Pet July 20 Ord Nov t 

Wa.iace, Hagey Atraep, Littlehampton, Commercial 
Traveller Brighton Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Way, Roszrt, Ryde, I of W, Licensed Victualler Newport 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Wi.sos, Eprra Mary enaneee, Leeds, Milliner Leeds 
Pet Nov’ Ord N 

WINFIELD, AR, , Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Corn 
Merchant sLynn Pet Oct5 ord Nov 5 

Woopwagp, Lzonargp, Margate, Licensed Victualler 
Canterbury Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 


scene est aD AND RECEIVING 
RB RESCINDED. 
Baooxes, PEM. i aep, Shakespeare rd, Hi 
Printer High Court Rec Ord May 19,’ 1905 Se adjad 
July 10,1905 Resc and Annul Aug 27, 1906 


London Gas+tte, Tuzspay, Nov. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anpgrson, Atraev, Kingston upon ae, pote Kinga- 
ton upon Hull Pet Nov8 Ord Ni 
Barretr, Caaaies Beavagp, Stoke aun Trent, Tarpaulin 
a ufacturer Stoke upon Trent Pet Oct 27 Ord 
ov 9 
ae | Avam, Gt Budworth, Carrier Crewe Pet Nov 
ov 


Boorn, Cissy, Stockton on Tees, Milliner Stockton on Tees 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Snowes, Hessems James, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Oct26 Ord 
‘ov 


BaookFig.p, Cgones, Pickhill, nr Wrexham, Farmer 
Wrexham Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
ULaRKson, Bax, jen nr Oldham, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Com pa jun, Ui y oa Car Proprietor Liverpool 
Nov 10 


Dasxe e000, Teddington, Architects Kingston, Surrey 

Pet Oct 19 Ord Noss 

Fraxk, H, Sutton st, Shadwell, Tobacco Dealer High 
urt Pet Oct 20° Ord Nov 9 


Giasscock, Henry James, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler 
Maidstone Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
one, am, an, Insurance Agent Wakefield 


Grecosy, Wares, Shefield, Fruiterer Sheffield Pet 
Novs Ord Nov8 
Comms. Sree. Nelson, Lancs, Draper Burnley Pet Nov 


ovg 

Gon», Mavaice James, Teddington, Dealer in Works of 
Art Kingston Surrey Pet Now9 Ord or 9 

Cambri‘ 

Canterbury 


Haraisox, Jouw Anutuva Heway, 
Batt+rsea Park, suctioneer 
Ord Nov 10 

nes Srarene, Ceanciey, Traveller Barnsley Pet Nov 

ov 

Huwse.t, G8, Salisbury House, Accountant High Court 
Pet Aug2 Ord Nov9 

Houxt, Waiter Srpsey, Castlenau, Barnes, Chartered 
A couvstant High Court Pet Oot 2% O:d Nov 9 

Jervaey, Enyest, Roath Park, Cardiff, Cummercial 
Traveller Card ft Pet Oct 27’ Ord Nov? 

Joxzs, Huan, Bhyl, Fliat Bangor Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 9 

Jonzs, eaeuee, iscard, Cheshire, Builder Birkenhead 


Kiapy, aes A.seat, Betchworth, fame, Corn Mer- 


Croydon PetNov10 Ord "Nov 
Lavaton Joux, Liansamlet, Glam, ipdteaen Swansea 
‘ov10 Ord Nov 10 
Maren evr, Geonoer Henay, dierent, York, Bicycle 
Agent York Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 











RicHAsD: 
Nov 


ABD 
Sard ] 


ra, T! 
aa Pet 1 
ITH, 
> Nov 
OMAS, 
> Velf: 


R166, J 
* 8 0 
Urros, ] 

mout 
Wepstet 
Cour 








Wolver. 
Festiniog, 
et “ner é 
k Butcher 

Milliner 
Ord 
id, Tailor 


oy 
ngor Pet 
8 ee 
‘Outfitter 
Bradford 
x High 
gh Court 
1, Clerk 


t 2 


n under 
Merthyr 
ussell sq 
nmercial 
Newport 

Leeds 
1k, Corn 
5 


ictualler 
VING 


ne Hill 
Adjud 


Kinga- 


rpaulin 
7 Ord 


et Nov 
on Tees 
6 Ord 
‘armer 
Water 
Y) 
verpool 
Surrey 
High 
‘ualler 
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st Nov 
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Jot 23 


t Nov 
Court 
rtered 
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Nov 9 
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Mer- 
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Mousse, Epowaap Henpeet, Arreton, I of W, Chemist 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 : 
“iy 11am, Tyldes! ere Lancs, Greengrocer Bolton 


Pet Nov 2 Ord } ~*~ eed, w 2 
exinsox, THomas, Orfo nr sg, ‘armer 

= Warrington Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 
arson, Joum, Sheffield, Poultry Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Psaszcoop, Tuomas Kexxincron, Kingston upon Hull, 
7 8 Clerk Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov $ 
Ord N 

RicHARDS, _ = Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Suzarp & Jaques, Leeds, Clothiers Leeds Pet Oct 17 
Ord Nov 7 

Suir, Yer SAMUEL, ha Yorks, Basket Maker York 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

gure, Wns Rene, Candi, Fichmonger Cardiff Pe 
Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Tuomas, Frank James Gorpoy, Plascrwn, Lianddewi 
Velfrey, Pembroke, Commercial Traveller Pembroke 
Dock Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Taco, f., 2. Biaengarw, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Nov 

ov 


Re, Henay Joux, Portsmouth, Coal Merchant Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Wesetes, Geeatp Witttiam, Elgin ci, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Oct17 Ord Nov8 

Weis, Taomas Hexry, Deddington, Oxford, 
Oxford Pet Oct 27 Grd Nov 10 

Wii.14Ms, Ropert, Treawen, Trefriw, , eS Painter 
Portmadoc Pet Nov$ Ord Nov 

Wiis, Recsen Heney, Oxford, Boot Maker Oxford Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov io 

Wirsers, Curusert Hamitton, Queen's rd, Smet, 
Clerk Brentford Ord Nov7 Ord Nov 

Warpoeway, Joun Frepeaick, Kidderminster, Carpenter 
Kiddermins‘er Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Wyss, Frepeeick Dare, Guilsfield, nr Welshpool 
Newtown Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Amended notice substituted for that raat in the 

London Gazette of Oct 26 


Baicz, eg Reysisu, Chingford Mount y~T} 
Essex, Builder Edmonton Pe Sept 21 Ord Oct 22° 
RECEIVING 7. Sa AND PETITION 


Draper 


SerrtLs, Jauns, Acre, Agent High Court Pet 
wf =o ug 8 Resco Rec Ord and Dig Pet 
ov 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Anperson, ALraep, Kingston upon Hull, Hawker Nov 21 
at i130 Off Reo, Trinity House ull 

BARTLeMAN, ARCHIBALD, and ALEXANDER Barriemay, 
Stow on the Wold, Builders Nov 29at 11.15 County 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Beeuay, Exv.is, Scunthorpe, Furniture Dealer Nov 21 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Bessent, Frank, Barnes, Surrey 


Noy 22 at 1130 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Bincuam, Groraz, Lammas, Norfolk, Carpenter Nov 21 
at4 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Boorn, Martruew, ’ Birkenhead, Chester, Coal - aera 
Nov 21 at 12 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo 
aa ~ Fg ag Blaen; ya Glam, Collier Bor 20 at18 
ra rd, Swansea 
sian I aw hey con Chingford, Essex, Builder Nov 
2lat12 14, Bedford row 
Burton, Joun, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Timber Merchant 
Nov 23 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
CatpecorT, Joszrx, Gt Grimsby Sor” 21 at 11.30 Of 
Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsb 4 
Canran, Doveuas Tuck Chingford, sex, Builder Nov 
22 at 12 14, Bedford row 
Cuick, Grorce Epwarp, Leckhampton, Cheltenham, Car- 
ater Nov 22 at 2.45 County Court bldgs, Chelten- 
am 
Cots, ALrazp Groras, Builth Wells, Brecon, Grocer Novy 
24 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hi , Shrewsbury 
Cooxe, Haagey WETREuS, Cheltenham, Wine Merchant 
Nov 22 at 3.30 County Court bla 
Caaik Brorusns, Newcastle on Tyne, ngincers Nov 21 at 
1l Off Reo, 30, en st, Newcastle on Tyne 
E.ogs, Guonaz, ton, Somerset, Dairyman WNov 21 
at 12 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st Bristol 
Excuiusn, Wi, Bolton, Music Hall Artist Dec 5 at 11 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Boorace, é open a ooo Widnes, ee Nov 22 at 12 
35, Victoria st, Li 
Frravusox, eS Newsastle on 4 Vegetable Salesman 
Nov 21 at 11.80 Off Reo, osley at, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

-Y H, Foie 6 Soe, Tobacco Dealer Nov 26 at 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Curey st 

a Henay James, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler 
Nov2iatll 9, King st, Maidstone 

Gnappew, O, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Nov 23 at 1 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bri 

Hory, Gzonax, Enfield, Builder Novy 22at 3 14, Bedford 


row 

Hoaner, Tuomas, New Cleetho: Nov 2lat12 Off Reo, 
St Mary's chubrs, Gt drimeby 

Howat, G 8, ralisbury = Accountant Nov 91 at 2.30 
Bankrupicy bidgs, ‘arey st 

Hunt, Wattsa »sypsey, Castlenau, Barnes, Cette 
acecvuuntant Nov Zi at 11 Bankruptcy oldge, Care 

Jounsox, Frepssicx, Willenhall, staff: ov 
ll Off Reo, Wolverhampwn 

Lewis, Samugt, Gristol, Giase Merchant Novy 21 at 11,30 
Off Ree, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Limsaca, Guonot Fuxpeaiwx, Peterborough, Pork Butcher 
Nov 2lati2z Of Keo, bridge st, Northampton 

Marrarws, Tac, Oa Sheple , or Bo ay Tailor 


RE mtial bidgs, New st, 
Mayxe.it, Groner Heway, Skeld ¥ Bicycle 
Agent Nov 23 at 3.15 The fed House, eneahe pl, 


er 
Monsox, Giteunr Jouy, Linslade, Buck?, Brewer Nov 28 
atl2 The Swan Hotel, Leighton Buzzard 


Mergm, Maser tases, Cetiatem, Robes Nov 22 at 2 

Pare Jou, Skegness’ Lincs, Farmer Nov $8 at 12.90 
OnN, nes, ic ‘ov 
hat Yak oe Watauga 
on 

Noy 26 at 11,30 Court House, 


Porrs, Hessy, Wath on Dearne, Yorks Glass ~~ 
Manufacturer Nov 22 at 12 Off Ree, Figtree lo, 


Sheffield 
Rartasoxe, Joun Sitas, Sheffield, Elementary Teacher 
Nov 22at1 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
Ricuarpsox, Waiter Heasert, Moor, sheffield, Outfitter 
Nov 22 at 12.30 Off Ree, Figtree In, re 
Roorrs, Faepssice Agtnur Frye, 
, Worcester, Baker Nov 21 at 11 191, oh et Geen 


tion st. 
Suzarp & Jaques, Clothiers Nov 2lat11 Off Rec, 


, Park row, 
Simpson, ArTavur Lovett, ton aon ee Hull, Clerk Nov 
2lat11 Off Rec, Trinity Hull 
Surra, Taomas Sauce: Nelby, Yorks, Maker Nov 
23 at 2.30 Off Rec. on on ty 
Uptos, Hexay Joux, Portsmouth, Coal Merchant Nov 


até Off Rec, Cam! — High st, Potmnous 
WALLACE, Haray ALFRED, 


, Com- 
mercial Traveller Mov 20 at 10.90 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 


b Brighton 
Way, Ropert, Ryde, I W, Licensed Victualler Nov 21 at 
3.15 Off Rec, 334, Holyrood st, Newport, IW 
Waneras, Geratp WI.11Am, Elgin ct, Maida Vale Nov 22 
ati2 Bankr ran, 8 phe Carey st 
WSiGHELL, Ww} 


Nov 21 at 3 —ry A, FR Be ee 
Wann, foun jon on —, Manure Salesman 
Nov 2lat3 Of ~ Albert rd, h 


Witiiams, Tomas Prence, Norton on Tees, Durham, 
Builder Nov 2lat3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


brough 

Wixe, Cunssrorass Hewry, Ne mag Hants, Auctioneer 
> at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
10 

Wenn, Hewry, Cromford rd, Wandsworth, Patentee of 
Slot Machines Nov 23 at 11,80 182, York rd, West- 


minster Bi 
ADJU DICATIONS. 
ANDERSON Acre. Kingston wu Hull, Hawker Kingston 
upon Hull Pet pn Tort Nor 8” 
Boors, Cissy, Milliner Stockton on Tees 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 — 
Boorx, Matruew, Birkenhead, Satin, Coal Merchant 
me A... Oa v6 Ont yy Nes Denbigh 
KFIELD, Gronce or 
-_—y Wrexham Pet Nov8 O:d Nov 8 ‘ 
Browsz, Marrix - Copthall av High Court Pet 
Oct 9 Ord Novs 


Carnac, WILFRED ~~“ a Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Nov8 
Cams, 7 High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord 
‘ov 
Crarxsox, Samust, Lees, nr Oldham, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Oldham "Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 


Dovss, Taomas Ratra, Victoria st High Court Pet Sept 
4 Ord Nov 9 


Guasscock, Hewry James, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler 
Maidstone Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Grezx - o =a a a, Insurance Agent Wakefield 
‘ov 


Guaconr, Warren, Sheffield, Fruiterer Sheffield Pet 

ov ‘ov 

a op Nelson, Lancs, Draper Buraley Pet Nov 

wanes Joux, Thornton le Fylde, Lancs, Solicitor Preston 

Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 9 

Hargpixe, James = ee Yeovil, Draper Yeovil Pet 

Oct 22 Ord Nov 9 

Hittox, Ricuarp, Barnsley, Traveller Barnsley Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

— Sassen, Bristol,Glass Merchant Bristol Pet Nov3 

Leysuox, Joux, Liansamlet, Glam, Sp 

Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Manprt, Max, Commercial rd, General Dealer High Court 
Pet 138 Ord Nov 2 

Meyne.t, Groncs Henny, York, Bicycle Agent York Pet 


Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Morais, Epwarp Hexrssat, Arreton, I of W, Chemist 
lewport 


Pet Nov ra Ord Nov 10 
Morais, ory n>. Fulham, Builder High Court 
Pet Aug 20 Nov * pci 


Owes, Witt ov i Lancs, Greengrocer Bolton 
Pet Nov 10 


rT] Swe 





Pars, Joux, Skegness, Lincs, Farmer Guildford Pet 
book Gol Wor 8 hae amin Farmer 

PaRgineon, C) 
Wi Mae more. Ord Nov 

Pearson, Poultey ‘Dealer Sheffield Pet 
Nov id Ord Nov 10 

Praszaoop, Tuomas Kexwxixero Kington wes Beall, 
Clerk Kingston upon Hull a Pat Nov 9 nh _ 

Paros, Davin Gwesys, or Bay, 
Bangur Pet Oct 15 ‘ov 8 

Ricuanps, Pari, Maerteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff? Pet 
Nov 10 urd Nov 10 

Scuu.tzs, Emin Puseues, Fenchureh st High Court 

Pet NovS Ord Nov 


Scort, nag! all Cuaaxson, Litherland, Lancs, 
Broker Liverpool Pet March 29 Ord Nov 2 
Suita, Cuomas Samvat, Selby, Yorks, Basket Maker York 
Pet Nov? Ord Nov? 
Gove, | = 5 Hewry, Cardiff, Fruiterer Cardiff Pet 


nee 8 
Pet Fe ane bead 


Srigwax, Isaac igh ee} 








Mason, Farleigh ri 
7 ane 


lov 10 
vor, Witiiaw, and Jour Fisroasa, 
Birmingham 


axon Wu Pet Aug 27 











Manchester 

a > aren Onan Pes Gent? Ord ed ov 
er Jouy. mae, Glam, Collier Pet 
Upror, ener. , Ba 


mouth Pet Nov7 
Wap, 


Ord —, ~ 

wen, iW, 

Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Wuutuass, Taomas 
Builder 


mick, Kidderminster, Carpenter 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 


Aanenel ans eetiated ee at pelted & Ge 


Waipewayr, Joa» 
Kidderminster 


Gazette of Nov 
Stroxc, Heapeat Janes, Newport, Brush 
facturer wport, Mon Pet Ost 30 Ord Oct 30 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Leaver, Taomas, Herne , Carrier Canterbury ud 

July 28 Anosul Nov 7 an 

Watkins, Anrruc 
Pontypridd 


i 


Glan, 
Adjud MarS Annu! Oct 10 














engagement in ‘a Office; five years’ ex- 
perience ; knowledge Con: , and General 
oo Sah, ws 1, Clifton- Walton, 
AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For 
25 per cent. will be taken off the 
writing — at 
eee eee sheet. 
Siete 2 8 perpen 
Deeds Round Hand .. «=. © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted oo wee : O per sheet. 


cent. 











moniais.—N., care of w. Maiden-iane, W.C. 
pEEBCEDENT OF ASSIGNMENT for 
of Creditors (approved in Court of ; 

folios 46; @s. 6d. (two or more 2s. each), 

woats & 12, Bell-yard, W.C. 
APAN. — ADVERTISING AGENTS for 

Yee KEIKWASHA & ©O., . 

yr oR, ED 
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REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


8, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E.C., | intideapbiaenmialansiatapats 
| For the Upper an and Middle Glasses only. 


FORMERLY OF 19). CHANCERY LANE AND CAREY STREET. 


NOW READY. SECOND EDITION, Price 5s. net. 
AN EPITOME OF THE 
PRACTICE of the CHANCERY and 
KING’S BENCH DIVISIONS 


OR THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
By A. H. POCOCK, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





London: Errixonamu Wi1sox, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 
JU3T PUBLISHED. 
In Two Vole,, 353. ; cash price, 29s. ; postage 8d. extra. 
TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE 


RELATING TO 





| 


| by more than 100 acres of pleasure gro 


| circumstances. 


LETTERS PATENT for INVENTIONS | 


Wits ay Appexpix oF 


Statutes, Internationa! Corvention, Rules, | 


Forms and Precedents, Orders, &c 


By ROBERT FROST, B.Sc., (Lond). 


Fellow of the Chemir of Lincoln’s-i juire, 
I 


al Societr: nn, Es 
r-at-Law 


SarTists 
STEVENS & HAY NES, 13, B ll-yard, T<mple Par, 
London, W.¢ 





LONDON GAZETTE 
LONDON and 
OFFICE.—No. 
STREET, LONDON. 

H ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

to direct ys attention of the Legal Profession 
to the vantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the speci al insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and to solicit their continued support. — N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 

File of “‘ London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 

appointment. 


LUNDON and WESTMINSTER 
LOAN & DISCOUNT COMPANY (144.) (Est. 1854). 
Offices : 63, St. Martin’s-lane, W.C., & 43, London wall, E.C. 
ADVANCE MONEY on personal security, furnitare, ieaser, 
life policies, &c., repayable, INCLUDING LNTEREST : 

10 One Year, Weekly £0 4 4 Monthly £019 3 
£0 £ 68 6 £117 6 
£20 #212 8 £216 3 
£0 


published by authority) and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


17 
Ad, 





” ” ” 


” ” 


£1 1 2 413 9 
£2 24 


” ” ” 


£9 7 6 


‘DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


=. ~ sums in Er cute in poopenticn. Moderate Tates for bills of | 


on application to Secretary 





FIRE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


iy T N LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
4, CHANCERY LAN®, W.t 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
FUSPs IX Base £2,788,638. 


MONEY LENT PRIVATELY. 
JS. WESTON & CO., %). Duke-+., St. James’, 5. W.., 
ADVANCE CAS PRIVATELY «at a few hours’ 
mite from £60 to £2,000 w Ledics or Genthmen, 
for lowg of short petivd« 
ALONE, without Bure 
a* the mmterest is pasd 
hale required 
ever refused. 
idence, to the A 
DUKE STREET, 


LABELLED EPPS’S TINS ONLY. 


SOKENESS AND DRYNESS 
HOARSEN ESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. 


THROAT 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE 
ALWAYS EFYECTIVE. 


72° _JUJUBES—132” 


JAMES EPPS & ©), Lé4., Homoopethic Chemis 
Linéon 


\ ADAME TUSSAUD & EXHIBITION. 
+ BEALISTIC TABLEAU, The BURNING oA 
ROME Mr. Berth Tree in the charecer of Beto 
Lidedce Portrait Moric of the lete Gir Wilfrid Laven. 


Open 6 ll 4. 





jen, Beeurities, or Fes, aud » long 
epital can remain. No Bills of 

J genuine app vation 

hs ” write, in con- 

J WESTON & ©O., 


Lender w, 
Pic ADILLY, 8.W. 





AZD 





(No 


spon their PROMIS-ORY NUTE | 


COUGH 


| Guards will perform from 4 to 6 o'clock every a 
thet BOtice. 


| until 


ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 
MENTAL "DISEASES, 


NORTHAMPTON. 


Prestpewt : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, E.G. 





The Institution is pleasantly situated 2 ‘x natee | 
locality, one mile from the Northam 
London and North-Western and Mid poy a 
one-and-a-half hours only from London, aad is surrounded | | 


The terms vary from 31s 6d. to £4 4s. a week, according 
to the requirements of the case. These terms may be 
reduced by the Committee of Management under special 

Patients paying higher rates can have Special Attendants, 
Horses po (ben re Private Rooms in the Hospital, 


or in Detached Vi in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 
Hospital. 

There is also 2 Seaside House, Bryn-y-Neuadd Hall 
Lianfairfechan, N. Walea, beautifully situated in a park of 
180 acres, to which patients may be sent. 

For further information apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 


13 to 3} Guineas. 
3 mile from Station, G.E.R 


Apply to “ Superiatendent,” Hillside, Buntlagford. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, A. 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal : H. M. RILEY, Assoc. 
Study of Inebriet _ Thirty years’ Experience. Eovellont 
Legal and Medical Referemes. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

Treiecrarnic Appress: “‘ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


Treatment of INEBGRIETY. 











RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For 
Vor Terms, &c., a) to 
or D. HOGG, M.RB.C.8., &c., 
Medical Super 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Bicxmansworts. 


An admirable Food of the 


EPPS’S 


Finest quality and flavour. 


COCOA 


Nutritious and Economical. 








SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, | 
Prices from 6/6 each. 
Mustrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd,” 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, B.C, 








i 


Telephone: 602 Holbora, f 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x THe Rzeiew or Wiiiiam & Mary, 1689, 


MAKERS. TAILORS, 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


LBVBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 


‘SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners, © 


CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS, 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 
Saare Cestivioaves, Desenturrs, &c., 


ved and 
printed. Ovrictat Sas designed and encoutel. g 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., | 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &¢., — 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants' ante’ Inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 





BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


* Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 


in Fiaske, 
SOLD BEVERY W ASERSES. 


price 2/6. 


| BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W, 





FALEXANDER & SPEPHEARD, 


LimiTeo. 
PRINTEKS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paeuiamertany Bris, Mivores ov Evipexce, Booxs ov 
Rereeexce, StraTements ov Cisim, Answers, Ko., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, | 
NEWSPAPERS, 

Aeé@ all General sad Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


HORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, BC. | 


7, OOLOGICAL GARDENS— | 
4 OPEN DAILY from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 
on Bandays, Fellows and Fellows’ Orcers only. Mundays, | 
04. ; other days, 1s. Children, 64 


Pape & ie’ © 
Collection ie vow on view, 





The Band of the 


fur 


|g. FISHER, 188, Strand. 
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